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Abstract

Participation and empowerment are major drivers of social policy, but participatory
projects often happen within contested territory. This research interrogates the
assumed participation-empowerment link through the example of participatory video.
Fieldwork unpacks the particular approach of Real Time, an established UK project
provider. Disrupting representational framing, the emergent relational processes
catalysed were explored in context, to address not whether participatory video can
increase participants’ influence, but how and in what circumstances. This thesis
therefore builds more nuanced understanding of empowerment practice as the
negotiated (rhizomic) pathway between social possibility and limitation.

Following Deleuze, a becoming ontology underpinned study of project actors’
experiences of the evolving group processes that occurred. An action research design
incorporated both collaborative sense-making and disruptive gaze. Analysis draws on
interpersonal and observational data gathered purposively from multiple perspectives in
11 Real Time projects between 2006 and 2008. Five were youth projects and six with
adults, two were women-only and one men-only, two with learning-disabled adults and

four aimed at minority-ethnic participants.

Participatory video as facilitated empowerment practice led to new social
becoming by opening conducive social spaces, mediating interactions, catalysing group
action and re-positioning participants. Videoing as performance context had a
structuring and intensifying function, but there were parallel risks such as inappropriate
exposure when internal and external dialogical space was confused. A rhizomic map of
Real Time’s non-linear practice territory identifies eight key practice balances, and
incorporates process possibilities, linked tensions, and enabling and hindering factors at
four main sequential stages. Communicative action through iteratively progressing
video activities unfolded through predictable transitions to generate a diversifying
progression from micro to mezzo level when supported. This thesis thus shows how
participatory video is constituted afresh in each new context, with the universal and

particular in ongoing dynamic interchange during the emergent empowerment journey.
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Introduction- Questioning the participation-empowerment link:

rationale, contextual background and overview

The notions of participation and empowerment are major drivers of policy and practice
worldwide. Community, health and development practitioners, in both the North and the
South, have increasingly utilised a range of participatory methods to address social
disadvantage. The assumption is that active involvement in identifying their own needs
leads to increased agency and influence for marginalised communities. In reverse,
becoming empowered is supposed to enable participation in action to instigate
individual, group or community level improvements. This research interrogates the
circular logic of the implicit participation-empowerment link.

In reality, the social world is paradoxical. Participatory projects are often situated
within contested territory between different social interests. Participation discourse does
highlight the capacity of less powerfully positioned participants to forge their own
solutions to social problems, but there is little consideration of what it actually leads to
for them. Such bottom-up intervention is contradictory, necessitating a process of
negotiation between various project actors (those with active roles). Generally initiated
from above, it can falter due to structural power imbalances and local relational
dynamics that maintain inequalities. This thesis answers the calls within social
psychology for more nuanced practice understanding.

My interest in participation stems from a background as a practitioner. Through
experience spanning more than twenty-five years in many social contexts, | became
increasingly aware of the mismatch between the motivating ideals and practice
actuality. My starting assumption, as an insider-researcher, was that the possibilities
and limitations of agency, action and consequences through empowerment practice are
context-specific, but that contextual aspects are insufficiently understood. My study
addressed not whether empowerment practice can work, but how and in what
circumstances. The following questions provided direction:

Key research questions

e What does empowerment mean in particular contexts? (through the exemplar of
participatory video practice)

e What are the contextualised stages of participatory video as an empowerment
process?

e What are the contributory factors that enable and hinder the emergence of
participant empowerment?
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In this thesis, | explore empowerment as a practice of interaction between practitioners,
participants and the outside world. | consider empowerment practice an emergent
dynamic process that intends to build participants’ social power. The focus of the first
question is what empowerment practice does in reality rather than abstraction,
particularly for participants. The aim is to build nuanced praxis that incorporates the
capacity of dominant groups to maintain control and for marginalised communities to
resist. One of the predominate tasks was thus to unpack empowerment practice in situ,
which necessarily needed to be via empirical study of a specific participatory
intervention.

My focus is the phenomena of participatory video practice. As one of the
participatory methodologies (e.g. Ramella and Olmos 2005, Shaw 2007) it provides a
microcosm of participation-empowerment intervention complexity. Participatory video
generally involves group video making in collaboration with a facilitator, but it is not a
singular phenomenon. My second research question directs study not of universals, but
of process manifestation in actual project context. | studied one particular approach in
order to develop in-depth insight. In contrast to the usual representational framing, | am
not interested in participatory video practice as a functional method of video production,
but as a dynamic process with an essentially relational quality. My concern is in the
micro-level (face-to-face) interactions as projects progress. | therefore chose the
specific case of Real Time, an established UK project provider, specialising in
facilitating social processes with video. Real Time’s approach became my unit of
analysis.

Real Time works collaboratively with disadvantaged groups to open up spaces
in-between top-down and bottom-up where participants’ social influence can emerge if
conditions are favourable. The assumption in practitioner discourse is that video can
provide a practical link between increasing confidence and capacity, group building,
critical development and group action towards social benefit. However, as in
empowerment literature generally, there is an absence of particular knowledge about
how project actors create the conditions for empowerment through project processes.
This echoes interrogation of how empowerment occurs through action research
(Kemmis and McTaggart 2005). The final research question guided analysis of the
factors that help and hinder negotiation between the possibilities and limitations of
participatory video in the real-world context.
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A - Professional and academic rationale

My involvement in participatory practice began using video with young people on a
community arts project in 1983. | was interested in video’s potential as a social catalyst,
because participants responded enthusiastically and it seemed to accelerate group
processes. In 1984, | co-founded Real Time, a NGO (non-government organisation)
and educational charity, and since then | have used video as a tool on more than 200
group projects in a diverse variety of community settings. In addition, | regularly train
other professionals in participatory video practice in the UK and overseas. As such, |
am an involved observer, motivated by my own experiences to interrogate the
participatory video phenomena more critically.

My initial standpoint is that participatory video is not a magic bullet despite many
overtly positive claims. It is only a tool, like a piece of chalk, which can be used well or
badly. There are often practical tensions applying the principles when working between
different social agendas. Moreover, the gap between promise and actuality has become
particularly acute in the recent UK political context. Government rhetoric has
appropriated ‘feel-good’ concepts such as participation and empowerment, and projects
instigated top-down as a quick fix are becoming the norm. | now illustrate the issues
with a practice vignette:

Conflicting agendas, tokenistic processes and compromised facilitators

Canley Green is a UK council estate, with typical problems such as unemployment, inadequate
facilities, and minimal social infrastructure. The local council ran a series of public meetings to
initiate consultation on area regeneration. These only attracted active residents, so Real Time
was commissioned to involve young people using video. Practitioners attracted a core group by
running video sessions both at the youth club and on the streets. Then they facilitated the group
in making a video about their views.

The broad aim agreed was for young people to communicate their issues and needs.
However, the council officer responsible for project financing disliked the resulting video.
Participants expressed opinions that did not match departmental priorities. He had, it transpired,
expected a promotional video providing evidence of community support for existing plans.

Shaw 2007:188

Of course, if council officers truly want young people to express themselves, what is
said cannot be controlled. However, this example illustrates that project stakeholders
(those with an interest) in partnerships may have conflicting motivations due to their
positioning (their perspective on project purpose). Participation in this case was clearly
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instigated top-down and intended to support the council agenda. It is easy to see how
this could lead to tokenistic processes, whether in conscious manipulation or naive self-
deception. This project also demonstrated the difficulties of working in-between. Real
Time accepted council funding to enable participants’ bottom-up expression. However,
the funding context positioned practitioners impossibly. The officer asked them to re-
edit to fulfil departmental priorities. If they did so, they would be complicit in a shallow
fagade. If they did not, they risked losing income. Practitioners inspired by ideals are
thus easily compromised.

Finally, what did this offer participants? Initially proud of their production, the
youth group ended up feeling that they had failed in some unspecified way. Even if
views are seriously considered, voicing opinion is not the same as social improvement
as a result, yet the council could still say that young people were consulted. Lip-service
involvement is at best patronising, and at worst coercive, with participants potentially
becoming puppets in local government propaganda.

Like many others, | have been caught up in the promise of participation. The
Canley Green project highlights issues in using video, neither anticipated nor tackled
adequately in current writing. Grey literature, such as project reports, articles in
practitioner journals and policy documents contain much practitioner speculation that
video can be a powerful catalyst. However, these are mostly anecdotal and uncritical
accounts written for project promotion, which reflects an obvious need to keep grants
flowing. Academic literature on participatory video is scanty. There are some case
histories in community and development literature (e.g. Braden and Huong 1998,
Braden and Mayo 1999, Dagron 2001, Dudley 2003, Gomez 2003, Guidi 2003 and Nair
and White 2003). There are also field guides that describe generalised activities and
perceived benefits (e.g. Lunch and Lunch 2006, Shaw and Robertson 1997). This
largely celebratory (Low, Brushwood Rose, Salvio and Palacios 2010) literature results
in a discourse of perceived possibility. Building knowledge of participatory practices
such as participatory video, which reflect the ambiguities and contradictions,
necessitates deeper critical thinking. To this end, | first consulted the wider participation
and empowerment literature to shed light on the practice problems | had encountered.
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B - Disrupting the empowerment narrative: Beyond generalised potential

Three areas of literature are particularly relevant in locating this study within the political
and cultural context of UK funded project work: Firstly, that related to the historical
development of community arts practice and the current use of digital media as social
tools. Secondly, historical and current discourse related to empowerment-focused
intervention in UK community contexts (although there is overlap | did not focus on
overseas development literature in this context). Finally, the literature on
communication media, which is not as central due to the focus on video output rather
than micro-social processes. Rather than finding easy answers, my reading highlighted
theoretical issues with the notion of participation, which echoed the practice problems.

In chapter 1, | situate participatory video practice in the historical and current UK
context of funded project intervention with marginalised communities. Drawing on the
parallel development of community work, community arts and alternative media, |
problematise participation through the exemplar of UK participatory video.

The rhetoric of voice for the voiceless inspires many donors, support workers,
and practitioner-researchers who want to challenge social injustice. The assumption is
that video is a good tool because it has the potential to empower participants to
communicate with outside others. However, including the excluded is top-down
discourse that has led practically to appropriation and dilution. In actuality, | show that
participation is a conceptual cul-de-sac that functions to close down possibilities, with
statutory decision-makers far less likely to give up control than partnership rhetoric
implies.

Furthermore, | propose that the value of video lies in the possibility it creates for
different social relationships to emerge, and not in the final video recordings. In chapter
one, | clarify my working perspective on empowerment practice as an evolving inter-
subjective process of social learning. | ground key features of Real Time’s approach in
relationship to the concepts of power-over, power-to and power-with (Starhawk 1987).
To complete chapter one, | also consider social psychological literature on the use of
photography (e.g. Wang, Morrell-Samuels et al 2004, Vaughn 2011) and video (e.g.
Ramella and De La Cruz 2000, Humphreys, Lorac and Ramella 2001, Nolas 2007) as
emergent processes. In section 1.6, | thus establish significant gaps in knowledge on
the practice specifics, the contextual conditions that make participatory video
appropriate or inappropriate, and how it progresses in particular settings. This justifies
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my empirical focus on facilitation practice, the multiple perspectives on project
processes, and the supporting and hindering contextual factors. This is where my
contribution lies.

As | think context so central to understanding empowerment practice, | now

introduce Real Time to locate fieldwork.

C - The fieldwork context: rationale for studying Real Time’s approach

There is a burgeoning community of practice (Wenger 1998) connected with
participatory video. Practitioners share an interest in video’s social application, and
engage in professional exchange of tacit knowledge (e.g. the UK PV-network — see
section 1.1.4). However, within the broad family, there are many approaches. Plurality
is strength in an emerging field (Balit 2003), and prematurely encapsulating definitions
is a risk, when fluidity may be important (Dagron 2001:5-35). | do not think there is one
right way to use video to support group processes, but | decided early on that in-depth
exploration of one particular practice provided greater insight potential, than a shallower
contrasting of different methods. Choosing Real Time’s approach was a somewhat
pragmatic decision due to my commitment to it. Nevertheless, my decision is justified
for a number of reasons:

Real Time’s main activity is running group-based participatory video projects.
The approach typifies empowerment-focused arts and media practice in the UK, which
makes it a good laboratory to explore the essential issues. Real Time prioritises those
with limited opportunities due to physical, attitudinal, social or economic factors.
Projects take place with groups such as those with physical or learning disabilities,
refugees, homeless and unemployed people, and women, young, elderly, black and
minority ethnic people from marginalised communities. Real Time averages 20 projects
a year, and so this study builds on tacit practice knowledge developed in many different
contexts.

Real Time is commissioned to support areas of social policy such as citizen
participation, community consultation, community building, health and literacy
development and self-advocacy. Most income is generated from project funding, which
is the greatest organisational strain. Practitioners are therefore well placed to contribute
understanding of the inherent difficulties in working between contextual interests. As an
organisation with longevity, Real Time (founded in 1984) provides fertile ground to
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mine. The two directors and three trustees have long-standing involvement, and other
freelance practitioners have each worked in many settings. There is considerable
practical knowledge of both project success and failure to draw on. This research builds
on the extensive implicit knowledge provided in the Real Time context to unpack the
reality of participation.

D - Empowerment as an emergent social process: Towards a conceptual framework

Interpersonal relations within everyday experience have historically provided direction
for social psychology, with Mead (1934) viewing inter-subjective exchange as a pre-
cursor to self-emergence. Social interaction stimulates reflection, and develops people’s
capacity to act, thus creating the possibility of social action (Cohen and Mullender
2006). Within community social psychology, empowerment is a key concept (Rappaport
1987, Campbell and Jovchelovitch 2000) in theorising participatory interventions that
aim to transform damaging social dynamics. Marginalisation is due to inequalities of
power, and the social psychological concern is with the effect on people, and whether
participation can address it.

In chapter 2, | present a conceptual framework for Real Time’'s empowerment
through participatory video. In section 2.2.1, | firstly model practice as a staged process
with three main stages and nine building blocks. | relate these stages to classical group
process theory (e.g. Tuckman 1965, Hersey and Blanchard 1977). In section 2.3, | then
utilise the concepts of public spheres and communicative action (e.g. Habermas 1984,
Fraser 1990), and conscientisation (e.g. Freire 1972, 1974) to provide a basis for
studying how empowerment happens inter-subjectively at the micro-level (Foucault
1980). This theoretically grounds the social psychological understanding that social
spaces, dialogue and critical thinking (e.g. Campbell and Cornish 2010, Vaughn 2011)
are significant to catalysing enabling relational contexts. However, social change
processes are only likely to be sustainable or more widely effective through a
combination of top-down as well as bottom-up effort (Campbell 2004:336). | also use
performativity (e.g. Austin 1975, Butler 1990) to frame the function actually performed
by communicative action using video in the wider setting. This brings to the fore the
need to build understanding of the contextual conditions (Campbell and Cornish 2010)
in which group action contributes to shifting social dynamics productively.
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In section 2.4, | apply anecdotal theorising (Gallop 2002) to disrupt practitioners’
narratives of potential using Real Time practice examples (collected ethnographically
during the pilot phase). | find that inter-subjective theory does not go far enough.
Although empowerment points to the possibility of change through interaction (Foucault
1977, 1980), if the doer is only realised inter-subjectively, the subjective perspective
disappears. In section 2.5, | identify that Real Time’s relational processes are the
means servicing another social end. | conceptualise what such practice leads to for
participants using the notion of ‘becoming’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1987), which reflects
a reality in ongoing flux, and the practitioner intention to generate novel social
possibilities. Becoming underpins my productive application of Deleuze and Guattari’s
thinking to analyse Real Time’'s emergent processes in complex social contexts.

E - Studying practice: from knowledge gap to perceiving process complexity through
rhizomic thinking

Research into the social value of community arts and media (e.g. Kay 2000, Newman,
Curtis and Stephens 2003, Carey and Sutton 2004) suggests participant satisfaction,
but there are knowledge gaps engendered by the macro-theoretical orientation. Gains,
such as increased confidence, capacity and self-esteem, are perceived by particular
individuals (e.g. Matarasso 1998, Jermyn 2001 Foster-Fishman et al 2005). Some
experience becoming experts in their own lives, through mediated self-advocacy, as
empowering (Braden and Mayo 1999, Foster-Fishman et al 2005). Case studies also
show that projects can encourage teamwork, develop cross-cultural understanding, and
build social networks (e.g. Jones 1988, South 2004, Casteldon et al 2008). Although
this literature points to potential benefit for particular individuals and group contexts, this
is not a forgone conclusion. Knowledge is needed about how and why projects
succeed.

Whilst possible to evaluate micro-level gains, it is much harder to gauge social
benefit that transcends the immediate project context. The link between the micro and
macro levels of social reality is a long-standing practical issue. Do individuals create
society, or are they a product of social structure? Social theorists approach the problem
by considering an intermediate mezzo level (e.g. Giddens 1984). However, research
tackling social exclusion through arts intervention to (e.g. Williams 1997, Kay 2000, and
Jermyn 2001), does not elucidate how processes open out from the group to wider
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social effect. Digital media are presumed helpful because they operate across
boundaries between individual and group (e.g. Shaw and Robertson 1997), between
the group and the wider social world (e.g. Purcell 2007), and by combining showing with
telling (Humphreys and Lorac 2002). Yet, the idealised framing encompassed by the
universal empowerment narrative results in one-size fits all practice conceptualisations,
blind to the difficulties.

My epistemological challenge was in researching complex non-linear processes,
with multiple stakeholders and uncertain outcomes. By viewing practice knowledge as
context independent (Hosking and Morley 1991), previous practice study has assumed
that planned interventions progress linearly from policy needs, through practice
implementation to the evaluation of planned outcomes (Long and Van de Ploeg 1989).
However, the current social milieu is characterised by enormous social complexity, and
the external gaze does not assist in understanding how to negotiate processes from
within territories of multiple social influences. In section 3.1.1, | draw on Humphreys and
Jones (2006) and Steinberg (2007a) to justify a rhizomic (Deleuze and Guattari 1987)
gaze on practice.

If social power results from micro-level interactions (Foucault 1980, 1984),
empowerment is a process of changing relational dynamics. In reality, there is a
continuum of possible levels between the micro and macro, and links can emerge and
dissolve between diverse actors in many interconnected and unpredicted ways
(DeLanda 2006:4-17). | apply the concepts of repetition and difference (Deleuze 2004)
in conceiving Real Time’s project interactions as re-constituted afresh in each new
project space through the relationships involved. | thus build on Humphreys and
Brézillion (2002) and Nolas (2007) in taking an actor’s perspective and focussing on the
dynamic processes between participants, practitioners and outside agencies, as
performances that evolve becoming or social emergence in context (Hosking and
Morley 1991).

F - Corpus construction: cycles of sense-making

| phased my action research design, which developed from practitioner initiated
reflective practice to incorporate both collaborative multi-perspective sense-making and
disruptive rhizomic analysis (Steinberg 2007b), which | present in full in chapter 3. The

main task was to move beyond Real Time’s practice abstractions, to understand the

25



challenges of the participatory video practice territory (Deleuze and Guattari 1987) -
warts and all. Purposive corpus construction had three predominant thrusts: Firstly, |
aimed to ensure informant diversity; secondly, to gather practitioners’ honest reflections
through specific critical incidents; and thirdly to explore a range of project settings to
enable context-specific insight.

As Real Time’s co-founder, | am obviously not a detached observer. In section
3.2, | draw on Kemmis and McTaggart (2005) to justify increasingly collaborative data
collection, and the active utilisation of my practitioner voice (Holstein and Gubrium
2004) as a resource to sensitise research, and unearth praxis-actuality disjunction
(Schon 1987) between perspectives (Hosking and Morley 1991). In recognition of my
double involvement, section 3.2.5 describes how | applied specific techniques (e.g.
Moon 2002, Gibbs 1988) to increase critical distance.

Overall, eleven different projects were selected purposely, as covered in section
3.3. There were five projects with young people and six with adults. Two adult projects
were women only and one men-only. There were two projects with people with learning
disabilities, and four aimed at BME (black and minority-ethnic) participants (others were
predominately, although not exclusively, white). | collected data through interpersonal
communication (interviews, dialogues, focus groups, and videoed testimonies) and
participant-observation/ethnography (participant and practitioner research diaries,
observation sheets and researcher diaries). The main data corpus consists of 29
interviews, 7 focus groups, 5 videoed evaluations, 52 diary entries, 8 session plans and
4 videoed records with 40 participants, 5 practitioners and 8 other project informants

My unit of analysis is the particular manifestations of Real Time’s participatory
video practice in context. | describe in section 3.5 my approach to analysis, which
looked at experiences across the different project settings, rather than examining each
particular project separately, as would be done in a multiple case study design.

G - Analytical synthesis: overview of the process and findings
My main purpose was to find out how Real Time’s empowerment process works, and in
what circumstances. In addressing this question, an unexpected consequence is my

contribution to knowledge about how to study emergent processes. This is applicable to
understanding other non-linear practices. Overall, | frame participatory video
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productively as a relational process that treads a negotiated (rhizomic) pathway
between possibility and limitation.

In chapter 4, | provide a bridge between the theoretical grounding and
methodology, and the empirical discussions of chapters 5 to 9. In the introduction to
Chapter 4, | discuss the concepts of difference-producing repetition (Deleuze 2004) and
multiplicity (DeLanda 2002, Nunes 2010) and, as Chapter 4 evolves, | unpack them
further. This thesis thus functions as a transparent guide to Deleuze and Guattari's
thinking, because | unfold the ideas through example, in order to maintain contextual
particularity and practice complexity as my empirical synthesis progresses.
Nevertheless, | now draw on Manuel DeLanda’s (2002:4-41) contribution in making the
roots of Deleuze’s ontology more explicit as a precursor and overview.

Some ontological stances tolerate that nothing exists beyond mental constructs,
whether transcendent entities (Plato in Melling 2008) or social representations (Berger
and Luckman 1966). Others allow everyday objects, but question whether causal
relations or unobservable entities exist. By comparison, Deleuze believed both the
observable and unobservable have a reality beyond human perception. However,
Deleuze did not contend that transcendent essences (core stable characteristics) exist.
He proposed that ongoing distinctiveness is conserved in the dynamic processes of
generation, which is sometimes observable (e.g. matter and energy) and sometimes
virtual (DeLanda 2002:4-6). Morphogenesis is thus the inherently dynamic and
productive reality. Deleuze perceived that a process repeated is positively driven by
intensive differences (DeLanda 2002:6) or difference-in-itself (Deleuze 2004:36) to
create novel manifestations in any new environment. He then introduced the idea of
multiplicity, as a territory of possibilities, to ensure that process similarities are not
conceived as process essences (DeLanda 2002:10). A process repeated is to behave
in a certain manner, but in relation to something unique or singular... repetition at the
level of external conduct (Delueze 2004:1-2). | concluded that what was constant and
repeated in Real Time’s practice was the way of relating, backed up by video usage.
Practice then manifested differently in each setting because of contextual differences
and project actor responses, which | illustrate in empirical chapters 4-9.
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The multiplicity metaphor takes inspiration from features of mathematical manifolds,
which are spaces of possible states (DeLanda 2002:13)". Firstly, they have a number of
dimensions, and secondly, extrinsic higher dimensions (transcendent essences) are not
necessary to understand them. In sections 4.4, | define four sequential dimensions
(territories) within Real Time’s practice, which | explore separately through chapters 5-
8, without needing to visualise how they combine. Envisioning non-linear processes as
trajectories in a space of possibilities also allowed mathematicians to study long-term
tendencies or singularities® of complex systems. In section 4.4.1, | synthesise eight
process possibilities and parallel tensions that emerged from analysing project actors’
experiences of the four territories. | conclude that these are the singularities or
attractors of Real Time’s non-linear processes. The tensions explicate the balance that
must be negotiated (in relation to contextual influences) to remain in the basin of
attraction. In section 4.4.2, | synthesise eight global themes that encompass these
practice balances. Then in section 4.4.3 and 4.5, | present eight rhizomic frameworks
for Real Time’s practice, each incorporating two process possibilities, parallel tensions
and enabling and hindering factors for each main stage of practice.

| structure empirical chapters 5-8 according to the four presented practice
territories (or stages). Chapter 5 focuses on opening new group environments
conducive to the empowerment purpose, Chapter 6 on group building from internal
dialogue to group agency and purpose, Chapter 7 on collaborative production action
towards deeper contextual knowledge, and Chapter 8 on widening participants’ social
influence and re-positioning them externally through videoing activities. In each chapter,
| firstly define the main purpose and consequences experienced by participants. | then
expound the emergent process possibilities (2 in each chapter) and constraints for that
stage. Following this, | explore a relevant sub-section of the data corpus to answer the

' The idea of multiplicities is based on Gauss’s differential calculus, which had enabled study of
the surface of three dimensional space in two dimensions. Audaciously, Rieman extended the
idea to explore abstract N-dimensional curved space, through intrinsic features, without recourse
to the extrinsic embedding (N+1 dimensional) space. (DeLanda 2002:12).

2 Singularities act as attractors, or steady states, which the trajectories of non-linear systems
tend towards, as long as they are in a basin of attraction (DeLanda 2002:14-15). Singularities
structure the possibilities of space, even though a dynamic trajectory does not follow exactly the
same path twice.
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question of what helps and what hinders negotiation to achieve the possibilities against
the backdrop of contextual tensions. This populates the thematic map constructed in
chapter 4, with illustrations of particular manifestations.

H - Thesis contribution: practice between influences towards becoming

This thesis results in four key insights that contribute to wider theory, practice and
policy, which | discuss fully in Chapter 10. | contribute to theoretical understanding of
the value and place of participatory video practice by re-framing it as an emergent
relational process towards social becoming, rather than a participatory method towards
representational empowerment. | achieve this through analysis of what Real Time’s
projects led to for participants as summarised in Chapter 4. In chapters 5-8, |
demonstrate specifically how participatory video as contextualised empowerment
practice resulted in participant becoming at the individual, group and mezzo level. | also
show how Real Time’s approach was essentially relational, with video activities
performing an inter-subjective driving, structuring and intensifying function.

| contribute to social psychological understanding of empowerment practices as
staged emergent processes. Social psychological literature has identified theoretical
dimensions underpinning empowerment (e.g. Campbell and Jovchelovitch 2000,
Campbell and Cornish 2010) and participatory video (e.g. Humphreys and Lorac 2002),
but limited specific detail about how the elements evolve in context. In multiplicities,
process possibilities tend to unfold progressively in recurrent sequences following
symmetry-breaking transitions at phase thresholds. In Chapter 9, | show how that
occurred during Real Time’s non-linear processes. This in jtself generated a
diversification of consequences according to context. | thus illustrate how such video
usage can provide a link between micro and mezzo-level social interaction, as long as
the contextual influences are helpfully tipped.

| also contribute to participatory praxis by disrupting the dichotomy between the
discourses of inspiration and of failure (section 1.3). The narrative of participation that |
advance is one of cultural intervention between social influences to change the status
quo of usual relational dynamics. In chapters 4-8, | illustrate how Real Time’s project
work emerged in the real-life territories of positioned agendas and competing
motivations. Consequently, | propose participatory video, and, by extension,
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contextualised empowerment practices, are more productively perceived as the
negotiated (rhizomic) pathway between social possibilities and limitation.

This framing is generative as it encompasses the reality that participatory video
in the Real Time context often happened on the terms of external others. The explicit
aim was video making to an outside agenda, whilst the implicit purpose was to create
space for new social dynamics to emerge. In chapter 6, | draw on de Certeau (1984,
Nolas 2007) to distinguish between methodological strategies, and the tactics or tacit
way of interactions. This explains why empowerment processes follow a convoluted
route negotiated amongst project actors’ interests, and better understood from a
Deleuzian perspective.

My interest began in the micro-level and inner workings of participatory video as
a relational practice. | unpack parallel possibilities and risks, which arose through
practical tensions such as between internal and external dialogue, or between dialogic
and critical intent. These were more acute where dynamics were less controllable in
more heterogeneous forums. | also identified inadequate partnership understanding
leading to a lack of support for ongoing processes, and inadequate commitment from
external actors. The tensions between opposing practice influences that | explicate do
not define particular positions of arboreal division towards universal understanding.
Rather, in incorporating enabling and hindering factors (relational, functional and
contextual), the rhizomic maps presented following section 4.5 help visualisation of
what is important and most relevant to operating in the participatory video continuum.

Finally, in Chapter 10, | summarise the thesis findings and achievements and
the implications for theory, practice and policy. Overall, the praxis synthesised in this
thesis functions to ground nuanced empowerment actuality more critically. | show how
the participatory video practice continuum operates with both universal and particular in
evolving interchange during participants’ empowerment journey. The encompassed
practice knowledge provides a contextualised guide to future project collaborations, as
well as demonstrating the practical contribution of Deleuze and Guattari’s thinking in
understanding socially complex practices.
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Chapter 1 Positioned between social agendas: problematising
participatory video in the UK context

Enlightenment is both necessary and impossible: necessary because humanity
would otherwise continue hurtling towards self-destruction and unfreedom, and
impossible because enlightenment can only be attained through rational human
activity, and yet rationality is itself the origin of the problem.

Adorno and Horkheimer see Finlayson 2005:8

In addressing the question of how new media can be harnessed to serve an
empowerment purpose, this research is located within the paradoxes of late modernity.
Whether the current age is perceived as a new state post modernity (Lyotard 1984), or
a later high (Giddens 1991a), or liquid (Bauman 2006) manifestation, the challenge is in
countering the cultural industries’ (Adorno 2001) manipulation of desire so that freedom
becomes the opportunity to consume (Bauman 1998). The enlightenment aim to
liberate humanity from tradition and superstition, through rational thought and scientific
progress, was exposed by critical theorists in the Frankfurt school. Horkheimer and
Adorno argued starkly that, rather than ending poverty and injustice, reason had
imprisoned people and bred misery (Finlayson 2005:6-8). The failure of the grand
narratives has left a vacuum in which, Fukuyama (1992) contends, a market ideology
defuses any feasible alternatives. However, complete negativity is not useful, as it
provides no way forward. The point of empiricism is not to search for universals, but to
locate conditions that engender new possibilities (Whitehead in Deleuze and Parnet
2006: vii).

Habermas recognised the pragmatic need to move beyond self-defeating
pessimism, to encompass both ideal and reality - to not only diagnose societal
problems, but also to guide progress towards a better future (Finlayson 2005:4). He
provides a clear account of how the social pathologies of disintegration, alienation, and
demoralisation arise through capitalism (Habermas 1975:20-4). However, he also
preserves the enlightenment commitment to liberty, equality and solidarity, as ideals
worth working towards. Despite being utopian, and thus never wholly attainable, they
provide a direction (Pensky 2011:17). The challenge is in how marginalised people find

ways forward, within a system that constrains what can be conceived.
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Power, as a fundamental process, is the relational capacity that enables a social
actor to influence asymmetrically the decisions of other social actor(s) (Castells
2009:10). One way to effect social power is through constructing discourses that
provide meaning to frame and steer action. In Discipline and Punishment, Foucault
(1977) showed how the enlightenment motivated (supposedly more humane) form of
discipline is actually more effective than domination by force (Foucault 1977:82). He
clarified how disciplinary techniques - such as hierarchical observation, normalising
judgement and examination - expanded from prisons to other institutions like schools,
hospitals and factories. As well as explaining how state power is maintained through
interaction (Foucault 1977:150-200), this insight resources a counter agenda. If power
is sustained relationally at the micro level, there is always the potential to change the
status quo of usual dynamics, as it is constituted inter-subjectively between social
actors (Hook 2010).

New media seem to offer promise as a means of cultural resistance, in that they
provide a way for oppressed communities to construct and communicate their own
stories and agendas. In reality, such communication dynamics are particularly nuanced.
There is a possibility of disrupting power, but the normative pressure to acquiesce and
conform counters this. In the constantly shifting landscape of liquid modernity, where
the only constant is change (Bauman 2006), it is hard to pin down real interests. The
enlightenment hope is that human intervention can improve the world (Giddens 1998).
Participatory video is situated within the practical contradictions between new
technology’s potential to transform social dynamics, and the opposing limitations. As
such, my research is located at the boundary of the ongoing interchange between
efforts towards collective agency and the adaptive responses that maintain established

structures.

This chapter situates the specific case of participatory practice that my thesis
explores. After describing the literature search methods in section 1.1, | contextualise
participatory arts and media in the historical and current UK context of funded project
intervention in section 1.2. Next, in section 1.3, | problematise participation in this UK
setting through the example of participatory video, which has a parallel history. In
section 1.4, | explore the main theoretical and practical issues when intervening
between social interests, as highlighted in the literature. This contextualises the
supplementary questions my thesis addresses in the participatory video context. These

additional issues, and my consequent empirical focus, are summarised in table 1.1
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below, as a precursor to the discussions in this chapter. In section 1.5, | clarify my
working perspective on empowerment practice as an emergent inter-subjective process
with social purpose. | also introduce the key features of Real Time’s approach as
participatory video exemplar (section 1.5.2) and contextualise the staged processes
involved in relationship to an empowerment agenda (section 1.5.3). Finally, in section
1.6, | discuss social psychological literature on the use of digital media to catalyse
iterative unfolding social processes to clarify the contextual knowledge gap that
fieldwork addresses.
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Table 1-1 Questioning the participation-empowerment link: supplementary questions and empirical focus

Theoretical questions highlighted by literature

Consequent empirical focus

What does empowerment mean in particular contexts? (through the exemplar of participatory video practice)

e What kinds of changes are realistic through participatory video
interventions?

e What do participants value in project interactions, and where does it lead?

PRACTICE OF FACILITATION - What is done and why?

DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES - e.g. Participants,
practitioners, other project informants

e How does intervention open spaces in-between where participants’ social
influence can surface?

e Is it possible to frame participatory video as empowerment practice more
appropriately?

CONTEXT — Explore tensions, contradictions and ambiguities
in actual practice - look for critical incidents, surprises and
disjunctions between theory and reality

What are the contextualised stages of empowerment?

e How does empowerment as an emergent process reduce capture of project
processes?

e How can participatory video create inclusive frameworks and dynamics,
which engage participants in negotiating their own identities, agendas and
actions

e How can empowerment practice increase capacity for group agency and
collective action?

e How are opportunities created for participants to exercise agency?

e How can Real Time’s approach provide the link between critical reflection,
participant-authored stories and social benefit?

EMPOWERMENT AS PROCESS and how video supports or
limits different stages

RELATIONAL ASPECTS OF PRACTICE - Facilitators’
approach, group dynamics, relational interactions, techniques
and exercises

DIFFERENT MEANINGS ASCRIBED TO PROCESS —e.g.
Participants, practitioners, other project informants

What are the contributory factors that enable and hinder the emergence of participant empowerment?

e What are the characteristics (of contexts, partnerships, relationships,
actions and tools) that enable or hinder circumstances conducive to the
empowerment purpose

e What are the challenges in applying participatory video in context?

HELPFUL AND HINDERING FACTORS - e.g. External
contexts and partnerships, functional and relational practice
and use of video
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1.1 Summary of the literature search

In this chapter, | draw on existing participatory video and community arts and media
literature. | also refer to current and historical discourse on the notions of participation
and empowerment in community, health and development literature. An initial indicative
search, alongside my practice reflection, resulted in four sets of key words (as detailed
in table 1.2 below), which | used to structure the main search. Alternatives for the key
words (see appendix 1) guided a comprehensive search, and development of
understanding of the discourses and concepts in the fields of work in which participatory
video is applied.

Table 1-2 Key words - literature search

1 - Topic 2-Tool 3 - Purpose 4 — Fields of application
e Participatory e Video e Empowerment e Community/social work
video e Digital e Participation e Community /participatory
e Community media arts and media
video e Health and development

1.1.1 A cross discipline approach

Although there are many organisations using media in community development both
nationally and internationally, there is no distinct participatory video sector. The term
participatory video encompasses a range of approaches with differing motivations. The
practice is a minority endeavour in a number of related disciplines, with practitioners
relatively isolated within these disparate fields, which has contributed to the
marginalisation of practice. Finally, the discourses within these fields are many-sided
and use overlapping concepts. This has resulted in the need to take a cross-discipline
approach. In consequence, | have drawn on published material from the perspectives of
social psychology, community development, community arts and media, participatory
action research, development communication, anthropology, adult education and

communication studies.
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1.1.2 Limits of the search

The historical development of participatory video practice is relevant to its current
usage, so | searched back to the first reports of film and video’s usage as a social tool
from the early 60s onwards. Pragmatically | searched for English language literature
only, which created a reliance on translations of other work (particularly South
American). However, this decision was justified, as the focus of my enquiry is the use of
video in the UK context, and its development as a funded project intervention in the UK.

1.1.3 Search tools

| searched for books using the LSE OPAC (on line public access catalogue) as well as
other national library catalogues (using COPAC), the British Library (using OPAC97 and
more recently the Integrated Catalogue), the Library of Congress and the European
Library. In addition, | searched Amazon.com and Sage publications on line catalogue. |
then carried out key term searches for journal articles using:

¢ |IBSS (International Bibliography of the Social Sciences)

e PsycINFO

e ERIC (Education Resources Information Centre)

e Social Science Citation Index and Arts and Humanities Citation Index via I1SI Web of
Knowledge

| used The ASLIB index (www.theses.com) to search for completed theses and the
ESRC Regard site to search for ESRC funded research. | used the British Library
Integrated Catalogue and the BUBL proceedings link to search for conference

proceedings. In addition, | searched Google scholar as well as the SOSIG internet
gateway. | carried out my first search in January 2004 and repeated it in March 2008. |
last updated searches in March 2011. Searching produced a relative scarcity of
academic literature specifically focused on participatory video, despite widening the
search using alternative terms (appendix 1). The existing literature is fragmented with
isolated articles across disciplines. As the academic literature is so scarce, it was
particularly important to consult professional journals as well.
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1.1.4 Professional and grey literature

| first consulted material collected over the last 20 years, and held in Real Time’s
library. Contained in this collection are back copies of Independent Media and Mailout —
two key practitioner journals, as well as key articles and reports about participatory
video from the UK and overseas. To access wider national and international discourse,
| subscribed to regular updates from Creative Exchange (info@creativexchange.orq),

the Communication Initiative for Social Change (www.communinit.com), Our Media

(www.ourmedianet.org), the Institute of Development Studies at Sussex University and

PV-Net - a JISC discussion list for participatory video (www.jiscmail.ac.uk/cqi-
bin/webadmin?A0=PV-NET-DISCUSS).

1.1.5 Building the literature base

As is usually the case, searching was an iterative rather than linear process that
developed from this point onwards, as | went back and forth from the bibliographies and
references from found sources to establish the key references, and identify new leads
to follow. This chapter reviews the use of participatory video as cultural intervention in
the UK context, to tell a story of participatory practice that reflects the ongoing interplay
between resistance and incorporation. This sets the scene for my contextualised study
of how empowerment practice through video can be re-conceptualised anew, to
respond to the disintegration, discontinuity and uncertainty that characterises the
current age.

1.2  The social agenda: between cultural resistance and policy response

From the grand ideologies to competing social representations, such as voice and
choice, ideas provide a map to the world. They inform decisions and actions both
individually and collectively (Freedon 2003). Whilst maintaining enough similarity to
produce coherence, concepts are not static and shift over time to reflect the context
(Gutting 2005:33). Participation and empowerment as motivating metaphors, are no
different, and have been utilised by varying agendas to different purposes over recent
UK history. | now firstly position participatory practice in this UK context.
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1.2.1 Background to participatory project intervention in the UK

Participation has a long history in the UK. In the post war period, community
development programmes aimed to foster self-reliance through involvement in mass
education and welfare programmes aiming to change behaviours and values (Craig and
Mayo 1995). These built on the Victorian philosophy of self-help as a way out of
poverty, and the charitable philanthropy of the Anglican Church (Ledwith 2005). This
resulted in, for example, the cooperative movement, the WEA (Workers Educational
Association) and the Friendly Societies. However, community development was re-
orientated less paternalistically, in the first half of the 20™ century, following Batten’s
criticism (Popple 1995) of programmes overseas, which simply told people what to think
and do to benefit colonialism.

In the UK, community work as a more radical practice with emancipatory
purpose developed through the 60s and 70s, as class, gender and race awareness
gathered impetus. It was a response to the soft control function of benevolent state
social work. Professional community workers, based in local neighbourhoods,
supported communities in setting their own agendas and carrying out specific actions
(Ledwith 2005:9-12). This shift mirrored the change in development thinking worldwide
to the advocation of bottom-up practice in which recipients of social interventions were
actively involved in planning policy and implementing programmes (Melkote 1991).

Subsequently, against a backdrop of late 20" and early 21 century public
finance limitations, coupled with ongoing social challenges, the multi-level project state
has emerged (Marsden and Sonnino 2005). A significant proportion of public services
are now delivered through short-term projects, involving both state and non-state actors
(High and Powles 2007). Third sector (voluntary/NGO) practice is increasingly aligned
with official and market-led policy (Craig and Mayo 1995). Projects are typically set up
through collaboration between small and medium sized organisations from the non-
statutory sector, and government agents within the professional sectors of local
government, community and social work, health and education. They are financed by
diverse government, charitable and business sources, usually to address a particular
area of policy concern such as community cohesion, health behaviour or social
exclusion. This has led to an expansion in non-state change agents, including
professional arts and media practitioners, being engaged to deliver projects in diverse
community settings, such as community centres, hospitals, schools, prisons and day
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centres. Practitioners or facilitators (I use these terms interchangeably) are tasked with
engaging participants from the target population (the particular disadvantaged
community of concern) in group sessions that run for a specified period. The wider
context of this study is this diverse field of funded participatory project intervention that
exists in the UK, with participatory video a specific sub-field of practice.

In the thesis introduction, | raised the contradictions involved in working between
social interests. It is apparent following this summary, that such participatory projects
are located squarely amongst the practical tensions between the empowerment
endeavour and institutional control. Despite this, the project environment offers a
potential space for innovatory social emergence (Sjoblom, Andersson, Eklund and
Godenhjelm 2006), precisely because it takes place on contested territory. Many social
problems are considered wicked (e.g. Rittel and Webber 1973). This means that they
are unique, contextual and have no obvious or established solutions. Moreover, they
are ongoing with problem understanding evolving through efforts to solve them, which is
likely to be at best good enough for now (Conklin 2005). Many contemporary issues
are unlikely to be solved by any single interest group alone (Collins and Ison 2006), and
this explains the need to bring together interest groups affected by an issue into the
social arena (Habermas 1989) in creating shared understanding about the problem and
shared commitment to possible solutions (Conklin 2005:17).

| now ground patrticipatory video in the UK development of community arts and
media practices as cultural interventions specifically intended to rupture usual power

dynamics.

1.2.2 Visioning resistance: counter cultural intervention to disrupt the status quo

The community arts and media movement, like radical community work, emerged in the
explosion of cultural and political activity that occurred from the late 1960s onwards
(e.g. Kershaw 1992, McKay 1996), and is exemplified by the work of groups like Inter-
action and Welfare State (Kelly 1984, Coult and Kershaw 1990). It was a form of
political activism, developed by a loose network of individuals and organisations,
motivated as much by a vision of an alternative society as much as the arts activities
(Kelly 1984:11). The original practice discourse, although not explicitly stated, was
broadly oppositional to government and arts establishment power. Guiding ideals
ranged from the unfocused belief that creative opportunity should be open to all,
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through the generalised objective of using creative expression to promote self-directed
community action, to the notion of cultural democracy. This was a more explicit socialist
agenda defined in The Manifesto (Cope, Kelly and Lock 1986) as the use of cultural

activity to work towards citizen power.

Media such as print and photography were typical tools (e.g. Kenna 1996),
which roots participatory video in the same cultural context, as a sub-section of
community media practice. Initially referred to as community video, Nigg and Wade
(1980) have documented its UK development during the 70s as hundreds of
practitioners experimented with the possibilities inherent in video’s instant replay facility.
Early community video workers intended to facilitate processes of both horizontal
communication (between groups) and vertical communication (to government decision-
makers), not just the production of pre-conceived messages. An early example is that of
West London Media using process video to involve tenants in exploring housing issues,
which resulted in the strengthening of a new tenants association and in area
improvements and housing rebates (Nigg and Wade 1980:33). Some practitioners were
also motivated by the possible benefits of the project process to participants such as
increased confidence, communications skills or teamwork (Lorac and Weiss 1981).

However, for many the inspiration was in the idea of disrupting usual production
relationships by involving ordinary people in actively representing their own issues and
perspectives, rather than being the subjects of professional documentation.

1.2.3 The basic aspiration: utilising digital media to foster representational capacity

Fundamentally, post-modern thought is unified by the idea that discourses shape our
perception of the world and thus how we act (Alvesson 2002:46). A major constituent of
social power is perceived to lie in the control over social representations (Melkote
2004:44). This can manifest through having the capability and resources to produce,
interpret or reproduce stories, discourses and information about people, as well as
through control over communication media. It also results in influence over the social
agenda, through the power to control what gets considered, who is represented and
how public debate proceeds (Melkote 2004:44). Digital communication media are
widely perceived as being potential mechanisms for social change in the struggle

between the dominant political and majority discourses and minority cultural expression.
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This is particularly in the context of the transition from uni-directional mass
communication to mass self-communication in the current digital age (e.g. Castells
2009).

To challenge existing power relationships, it is necessary to produce alternative
discourses that have the potential to overwhelm the disciplinary discursive capacity
of the state

Castells 2009:16

The promise of digital technology is in its capacity to turn excluded consumers of
communication into active producers. Participatory video is assumed to build social
power through its potential to open up the public domain to alternative perspectives.
Consequently, community media and development communications literature has
primarily focused on how videos made by marginalised peoples extend the media
landscape to include a wider range of voices (e.g. Thede and Ambrosi 1991, Dowmunt
1993, Dickenson 1999, Couldrey 2000 and Atton 2002). Indeed the aim in much
participatory video practice is that participants control their own narratives, firstly
through video processes that build identity, secondly by making videos, and finally,

showing them in wider social forums.

This endearing and compelling ideal can be traced back to the first
documentaries. Grierson (organiser of the Empire Marketing Board film unit in the UK in
the 1930s) from the beginning envisaged the purpose of documentary to be more
sociological than aesthetic. Middle class filmmakers portrayed the stories of their
working class subjects as specific democratic acts (Barnouw 1983:1-31). However
many commentators (e.g. McLellan 1987, Huber 1999, Braden 1999, Crocker 2003)
cite the Fogo island experiment as an early example of using film explicitly to engage in
social improvement. Filmmakers Low and Snowdon (Morrow 1987) broke new ground
in documentary practice by involving people themselves in recording their lives and
issues. In the Fogo project, twenty-five tapes captured concerns of Canadian islanders
faced with a government-resettling programme. Screenings started a process of video
dialogue with government decision-makers, resulting in the formation of a fishing co-
operative, decreased unemployment and the halting of resettlement activity (Snowdon
1984).

Although the Fogo process is often discussed because it provides an elegant
pioneering example, in reality there is not one project from which all others developed.
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As video has become increasingly affordable many practitioners have been motivated
to experiment. Since the 60s there have been numerous examples of video being used
worldwide (e.g. Dowmunt 1987, Stuart 1989, Bery and Stuart 1996, Shaw 1998;
Okahashi 2000, Dudley 2003, White 2003, Dowmunt 2007). In the UK setting,
community video was influenced by grassroots community activists, and the anarchist
ideals of collective and non-authoritarian forms of decision-making (Nigg and Wade
1980:5-32), with the purpose of:

...building up people’s awareness of what is going on around them — constructing a
picture of the real world, often with a view to changing it ... getting people to help
themselves and decide their own futures rather than having their lives controlled for
them by external forces

Wade 1980:5

This typifies the discourse that motivated these early practitioners. In addition to the
implications of the top-down language, this exposes the assumption that empowerment
will result directly from participant-authored videos. This reveals the more general
problem that discourse on empowerment practice has tended towards the idealised as

encompassed by the empowerment narrative.

1.3  The shifting sands between the empowerment vision and policy agenda:
problematising the dynamics of participation in UK project context

Empowerment as terminology is often used uncritically as a buzzword (e.g. Rowlands
1997, Brock and Cornwall 2005) to indicate positive intention. It is discussed as a value
orientation or worldview (empowerment narrative), as a process used by change agents
(empowerment practice), as well to denote effect at the individual, group or community
level (empowered consequences) (e.g. Zimmerman 2000). The empowerment
narrative or metaphor reflects the values that motivate much practice concerned with
tackling constraints affecting people’s opportunities (Giddens 1991b). Participatory
video practice is usually framed within the empowerment narrative as inspiration, listing
many social benefits that may result. However, intentional discourse does not prepare
practitioners or project supporters for the reality of practice. This framing either leads to
uncritical and optimistic project evaluation, where anecdotal evidence is collected to
support ideals, and contradictory experiences remain unnoticed or unacknowledged.
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Alternatively it can only lead to narratives of failure (e.g. Campbell 2003) when projects
do not live up to impossible dreams. The field of participatory video sets itself up to fail
by talking in grandiose terms about potential benefits or forecasting unachievable goals,
rather than going for small wins® (Fenwick 2004). It is obvious that a participatory video
project cannot instigate large-scale change as is often implied. Indeed Campbell and
Murray (2004) ask whether significant changes can come from small-scale community-
action. There is a need to go beyond the empowerment narrative to develop realistic
knowledge of participatory video processes (Shaw 2012), which recognises the small-
scale (Maurer and Githens 2009) gains that participants value (Vaughn 2011), and the
continuum between success and failure (Chvasta 2006). Furthermore, the lack of more
critical understanding of what is realistic in supporting an empowerment agenda, has
led to the appropriation and dilution of practice by opposing agendas.

1.3.1 Participation as policy: a story of appropriation and emasculation

From the beginning, in an attempt to gain credibility and financial support, community
arts practitioners had been deliberately vague about their more politically overt
intentions. This led to two problems as the political and cultural landscape shifted in the
UK through the Thatcher era. In the 80s, participatory video developed in parallel with
the community media movement as part of the independent video sector (Shaw and
Robertson 1997:9). This was a vibrant network of organisations supported by regional
arts and broadcast television (particularly through Channel 4 funded workshops).
Broadcast support did maintain the presence of socialist welfare principles in the public
consciousness, which countered ideological Thatcherism (Ledwith 2001:172). The
disadvantage was that product quality came to dominate debate. Participatory
practitioners became defensive in response to criticism of the technical standard of
community production, and this sidelined discussion of social purpose (Shaw 1986).
The second problem was that the participatory arts sector in the UK, in not defining its
own map of the territory was moulded into a diluted version of the pioneer’s vision (Kelly
1984:1-31).

% With thanks to Catherine Campbell for raising my awareness of this issue.
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During the Thatcher years new right rhetoric cleverly appropriated terms like
participation and active citizenship, and in so doing weakened the potency of radical
practice. The notion of individual rights supported collectively by the welfare state was
transformed into individual and family responsibility. Marginalised people who had stood
together in class unity were held accountable for their predicament, and communities
became divided by social representations such as benefit scroungers and teenage
mother housing cheats (Ledwith 2001:172). Through this period, the arts establishment
absorbed community arts by renaming it community-based or participatory under the
access umbrella, with the purpose of creating new audiences for high art (Matarasso
2007). In perpetually re-framing to match funding priorities, participatory arts often
manifested as no more than the opportunity to take part in creative activity. In my
experience, this is echoed in many recent video projects where participants record
other arts events, or play themselves in documentaries representing others’
perspectives on their lives. These projects financed during the Blair era (1997-2007)
reflect the limited participation agenda that continued during the Labour government’s
‘third way’ (Giddens 2000).

The New Labour government incorporated participation as a central precept in
many strategies, such as the New Deal for Communities programme (Dinham 2005),
where it denoted the involvement of local people in area regeneration. The espoused
argument is that bottom-up processes lead to more sustainable development. More
cynically, the uptake of participation can be interpreted as Labour continuing the
previous Conservative governments’ programme to roll back the welfare state (Craig
and Mayo 1995:4) to cut costs to maintain UK global competitiveness (Mayo, Hoggett
and Miller 2007). This mirrors the World Bank’s uptake of participation as efficient
practice in development projects worldwide (Mansuri and Rao 2004). In encouraging
people to take part in assessing needs and planning services, participation, in current
UK application, restructured the relationship between state and individual by placing
more responsibility on local communities to solve complex problems (Dinham
2005:302). Why would anyone want to take on active citizenship when participation
puts additional pressure on those facing the biggest hardships (Marinetto 2003)?

This dynamic is exemplified in the proliferation of video projects focused on drug
use or gun crime. Government agencies appease public concern by being seen to act.
Problems such as these, which are top-down social constructions, are passed on to
cash strapped NGOs and stressed communities. Disregarding wider social contexts,
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leads to victim blaming (e.g. Campbell and Murray 2004) with those affected held
responsible for problems that are the consequence of wider societal injustice. Over the
past ten years, | have observed participatory video springing up to address many areas
of social policy, but how can such projects possibly solve macro social problems? There
is an assumption that people should be active, but why if they are not gaining
something for themselves? It is important to interrogate whose interests this really

Serves.

There is clearly a mismatch between the state agenda and the practice intention
to transform iniquitous dynamics. Since the 2010 election, the new UK coalition
government, under cover of public conviction of austerity needs, is once more pursuing
an ideological dismantling of the welfare state. Hegemony (Gramsci in Forgacs
1988:195) is the power of dominant economic and political thinking to permeate
everyone’s sub-conscious as legitimate and incontestable wisdom and common sense.
Cameron’s government has constructed the Big Society notion to hijack moral debate
on deeper community self-determination whilst demanding greater responsibility
alongside savage cuts (Scott 2010). This audacious manipulation of hegemony by
power-holders to incorporate contradictions and mask real community interest (e.g.
Ledwith 1997, Blond 2010) in the discourse battlefield, suggests that alternative
representations are indeed necessary. However, | now consider the myth that it is
representation alone, and the resultant focus on knowledge products that is needed,
rather than changed relational processes and dynamics.

1.3.2 The representation fallacy: questioning the assumption that producing social

knowledge on video leads to empowerment

Social knowledge forms and propagates through the construction of shared narratives.
Through (re-) presenting their experiences individuals and communities retain, order
and make sense of what has happened (Jovchelovitch 2007:82). The assumption is
that participatory video is a good tool, because it enables participants to tell their own
stories to outside others through producing video narratives, testimonies or
documentaries. Participatory video as a collaboration in which facilitator-researchers
support communities in examining their own realities, and making videos to

communicate new knowledge is a form of Participatory Action Research (PAR). All
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action research aims for empowerment (Boog 2003), and discussion of participatory
video as research methodology is increasing (e.g. Mayer 2000, Kindon 2003, Ramella
and Olmos 2005, Shaw 2007). However, most of this literature is still product orientated
and focused on representing previously unheard voices. For instance, Protz (2004)
discussed participatory video with Jamaican women to suggest it created new
understanding at the interface of knowledge domains and Krogh (2001) working with
people with disabilities concluded that it enabled them to become active knowledge
creators rather than passive objects of research. The key question is what is the point
of this new knowledge? Not only how well does video enable representation to powerful
decision-makers (Braden 1998), but more pertinently are they listening (Braden 2004)?
Furthermore, even if those with social influence listen to group videos, what happens
then?

Making room for the expression of viewpoints is an example of repressive
tolerance (Marcusse 1964). In allowing alternative expressions and practices, liberal
democracies absorb dissent and divert radical energy so they are no threat to the status
quo. Calling participatory video research is a retreat from activism, because it gives
legitimacy even if no benefits to participants are forthcoming. The challenge of creating
links between critical reflection, participant-authored video communication and
consequences of value to participants is a core challenge. Furthermore, | think it may
be the new relationships that are established through interaction at the communication
interface between social interests (individual to group, group to group, bottom to top),
rather than the knowledge produced, that are of most significance. Indeed herein are
the issues.

In identifying the civic realm as the most promising site for critical action,
Gramsci (Forgacs 1988:431) warns against a war of manoeuvre (targeting state
structures) and suggests a war of position (opening new spaces for alliance). Ledwith
(2005:130) bemoans the use of military terminology, yet such language serves to
emphasise the adversarial territory in which participatory video is located, which are
implicitly those of power imbalance. There is a financial imperative for practitioners to
accept policy-directed funding but the intention, however covert, is to turn the project
situation to a more radical end. | next problematise the relational dynamics created at
this boundary.
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1.4  The practice reality: key practical challenges posed by working between
positioned agendas

Participatory processes work at the interface between top-down agendas and bottom-
up attempts to catalyse empowerment. Yet, if such collaborations are to do more than
legitimise a statutory agencies’ programme (Braden and Mayo 1999), it is necessary to
build more adequate appreciation of how power is constructed and perpetuated (Mosse
2001), and thus how empowerment might be promoted relationally (e.g. Mosse 1994,
Kothari 2001). There are many practical issues left unsolved by the grand tale of
participation (e.g. Kothari 2001:138, Hickey and Mohan 2004:11, Mansuri and Rao
2004). | now unpick this in the context of new media as a participatory tool.

1.4.1 The illusion of digital media itself as social leveller: from technological
methodologies to relational practice

Engagement is a key practical challenge identified within participation literature. The
goal is to involve disadvantaged people in setting agendas, so that they influence
opinion, and take more control over what happens in their lives. The paradox is that the
most excluded are least likely to come forward and take part. In reality, provisions, such
as community facilities, support structures and project processes, are often captured by
established local elites (Mansuri and Rao 2004), thus empowering the most socially
dominant (Braden and Mayo 1999). There is much hype in the public domain
(marketing, professional and academic discourse alike) about the potential of new
media to disrupt the balance of communication power. | now question this in reference
to internet distributed amateur digital content.

Despite the hope that user-generated products would democratise access to the
media (Buckingham, Pini and Willett 2007), the vast majority of internet users are
voyeurs rather than creators (Dowmunt 2007). There is no doubt that e-mailing, social
media, the blogosphere and new fora for the exchange of video content such as My
Space and You Tube (Castells 2009:63-71) have changed the fabric of communication
life. However, studies (e.g. Dahlberg 2001, Jenkins 2006, and Willett 2008) suggest that
most active producers are young, white, middle-class, college educated and
predominately male. Excluded sectors are thus under-represented as in other
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communication forums. In addition, a significant share of this form of mass self-
communication is closer to “electronic autism” than actual communication (Castells
2009:66) as there is no audience and therefore no communication relationship.
Communication power in the network society lies in the control over networks. While the
domain of power has become virtual, income, access and education disparity globally
has replicated and augmented class, race, age and gender inequalities (Castells
2009:10-57). The digital revolution and new global culture often functions as one of
consumerism serving market interests (Barber 2007). Social distribution media as
opposed to the group video process are a side issue related to the main thrust of this
thesis. However, this literature does support my opinion that involvement of the most
excluded is not going to happen simply through providing technology. | believe that
engaging disadvantaged groups in participatory video requires active intervention that
goes beyond the provision of equipment and technical training, and includes facilitation
by external agents.

A related problem is that practice is often depoliticised as a technological
methodology, rather than a politically driven process (e.g. Hickey and Mohan 2004:11,
Dinham 2005:304). Processes such as participatory rural analysis (PRA), rapid rural
appraisal (RRA) (Chambers 1983, 1992, 1997), and participatory learning analysis
(PLA) (Archer and Cottingham 1996), offer formulas in manuals to reproduce across
context (Cleaver 2001). Such prescriptive procedures and techniques often overlook
the highly personalised interactions that may be the source of success (Hailey 2001).
Strategies that should be part of responsive, emergent processes become distilled into
exercises divorced from the social context. The implicit assumption is they are always
applicable. As | view participatory video as an essentially inter-subjective process, |
think success lies in the relationships engendered not the equipment. It is necessary to
build phronetic knowledge (practical wisdom) of the necessary soft social skills (High
2005). Relational practice in context is thus a key focus of my study. However,
paradoxically, it is the need to intervene that is the source of much practical

contradiction.

1.4.2 Beyond us and them: negotiating between influences in contested territory

As well as the wider power contexts, project dynamics can perpetuate inequity (Mosse
2001). The notion of community is often used to obscure disadvantage (Dinham 2005),
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which masks differences across communities (e.g. Cleaver 2001, Hickey and Mohan
2004:17). Participatory processes taken over by dominant groups can then re-enforce
the exclusion of the least powerful, such as women, or those with low status (Mosse
1995), even though a project purports to represent communal interest. It is my opinion
that project structures and processes should actively promote inclusive dynamics and
prevent capture by established interests. However, targeting marginalised peoples sets
up an ‘us and them’ dynamic between the project organisation (e.g. Real Time) and
their agents (e.g. practitioners), and the assumed powerless from the start.

Viewing individuals through socially constructed labels such as the excluded, or
the disadvantaged is patronising and limiting, and sets up a dichotomy between the
helper and the helped, such as the professional and local (Kothari 2001), or the insider
and outsider (Mohan 2001) that do not reflect the nuances of actual relationships. It
disregards participants’ power to consent, subvert or refuse participation, and assumes
practitioners (often poorly paid, overworked and undervalued, or indeed social outsiders
themselves) have power to invest. Taken to logical conclusion it leads to some
ridiculous issues, such as practitioners pursuing participants to fit a socially constructed
tag, who in reality do not exist. The question is how collaborative relationships can
develop between project actors that move beyond these limiting constructs. My
research thus focuses on the specific inter-subjective activities and interactions that
take place between participants, practitioners and outside agents to open up different
project actor’s experiences of collaboration.

1.4.3 Towards collective purpose: building collaborative group dynamics

Community arts practice, in its recent guise, has prioritised individual needs and
outcomes rather than the collective focus of earlier incarnations (Matarasso 2007). This
followed the shift to short-term projects as Arts Council England finances decreased in
the New Millennium (year 2000 onwards). Consequently, arts organisations relied
increasingly on local government and lottery support, in the wider political framework of
anti-collective individualism (Ledwith 2001p:174). Social policy functioned in this period
to pathologise individuals, such as people on incapacity benefit. In a return to Victorian
values, people were supposed to help themselves through capacity building (Mayo,
Hoggett and Miller 2007).
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In the atmosphere of accountability with its convention of audit, the arts were
required to prove social benefit. In the context of state-led performance criteria, most
research on the impact of participatory arts thus focused on measurement of isolated
individual factors such as confidence and transferable skills (e.g. Wiliams 1997,
Matarasso 1998, Jermyn 2001, Foster-Fishman et al 2005). Many video organisations
became accredited to provide NVQs (National Vocational Qualifications) and video
financing agencies such as First Light (a UK Film council youth initiative) make
assessments on skill levels. In an outcome-focused climate, there is an argument for
providing qualifications for those served badly by traditional routes. However, this focus
is ethically questionable. With exceptions, many participants, such as those in prisons
or with learning disabilities, are unlikely to find future work as video makers. It is clearly
unfair to set up unrealistic expectations of unlikely future possibilities. Funding bodies
can more easily rationalise projects within such parameters, and professionals are
distracted by managing impressions and ticking boxes (Mayo, Hoggett and Miller 2007)
to demonstrate outputs geared to government targets. The notion of individual success,
based on competition with others less adept, perpetuates social division. In comparison,
it is working together, to achieve common goals, which may bring people most actual
satisfaction through feelings of belonging (Douthwaite 1996:362). To counter the social
fragmentation resulting from global capitalism, there is a need to forge a more humane
world beyond market values. In this sense the failure to value the potential of new
media to bring people together, to collaborate across difference on their own terms,
may miss what could be its most important contemporary contribution. | think shared
cultural activity, such as Real Time’s group based video processes, can if conditions
are favourable increase the capacity for collective action (Matarasso 2007). My interest
is thus primarily on how participatory video can shift dynamics beyond individualism to
social focus. To this end, it is important to realise that video can hinder rather than help.

1.4.4 Process versus product: the participatory video means and ends confusion

Discourse on participation, often reflects vagueness about whether it is a means, or
whether taking part is itself the end (Parfitt 2004). This ambiguity is a particular problem
on video projects, because the nature of video leads to unavoidable expectations about
the product, even when the process is primary. Top-down project initiators often have
product expectations, which amplify tensions in context (Shaw 2007). This was obvious
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in the Canley Green project discussed in the introduction. It is also so for many video
projects, considered successful in revealing new social perspectives, because the topic
is frequently pre-determined, which limits participant control. Practitioners also have an
interest in the video product and the capacity to influence. In evaluating a youth video
project aiming to build bridges between locals and recent refugees, Mann (2006)
described how:

practitioners would oftentimes sit uncomfortably on their hands while the young
participants mooted film ideas, quietly willing them away from Star wars remakes
and anything that involved car chases and guns- the participants very possibly felt
influenced to explore certain themes.

Mann 2006:11

Although this project was ostensibly youth-led, participants were primed as they knew
the facilitators wanted to know what helped people mix. Exercises were set up to raise
issues such as stereotyping, and belonging, so they were steered along a particular
path. Such practitioners are under considerable pressure to produce a product of
content interest to justify their involvement. Yet, there are substantial implicit but often
unacknowledged challenges in balancing group content control, with the promised
video. This points to the central paradox (Nolas 2007) of much participatory practice in
relationship to empowerment purpose. In encompassing participants’ delineated control
of some aspects, and practitioners’ overt control of activities and subtle content
influence, participation is a contradictory combination of both empowerment and

disempowerment.

There are also often unrealistic expectations about what is technically possible.
Very few video workers are happy to let participants learn through mistakes, if the
product will reflect badly on them.

There’s always a tightrope to be walked between ensuring the group feels good
enough about its results... But you can push them to get better results and they’ll
never feel good because they don’t own the video.

Practitioner quote in Shaw 2007p:187

This pressure to deliver videos of a particular technical quality, regardless of the project
purpose, the content quality, the delivery medium (e.g. DVD, the internet, or broadcast
television) or audience (local or national), has resulted from the historical link with the
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community media movement. The underlying assumption behind the professional
media discourse is a mass media communications model, where there is no point in
communicating unless you are speaking to millions?, which is outdated. Written
language has many forms including memo, e-mail, formal report or publication.

Similarly, video products have many different forms and manifestations.

The division of participatory video practice into process-orientated and product-
orientated arose from the need to distinguish it from traditional production, but it has
been unhelpful. Recording video material is fundamental to all participatory video
projects, and working towards a product gives the process direction. It is counter-
productive to ignore the basic potential to open communication channels.® Both process
and product are significant and interrelated.

1.4.5 Participation as a conceptual cul-de-sac: reframing empowerment practice to
encompass complexity, uncertainty and multiplicity

Authors such as Fraser (2005) have attempted to address the paradoxes of
participation by distinguishing between target—oriented (policy-led/managerialist) and
empowerment types. In many cases, there is a moral edge (Kothari 2001:146) with
implicit judgement of bad or good. These typologies rest on Arnsteins’s (1969) ladder
metaphor. This represented engagement as an ascendant power struggle between
state and citizen. Eight rungs were presented from non-participation (manipulation and
therapy), through tokenism (informing, consultation and placation) to degrees of power
(partnership, delegated power, citizen control). This set empowerment as the highest
goal, prevented at other levels by degrees of state control. This is reflected in the many
calls (e.g. Parfitt 2004, Ledwith 2005, and Matarasso 2007) for a return to the
empowerment focus of early community work (Popple 1995). However, this
hierarchical linear metaphor is too simplistic. Nor does it reflect participants’ motivations
or their satisfaction with the control attained (many do not want total responsibility), the

* Patrick Humphreys in discussion.
® Patrick Humphreys - video recordings provide the communication potential that make
participatory video more than an extended group process
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nuanced power dynamic between project actors (where state actors can be positive
collaborators), or the variable and changing character of individual involvement (Collins
and Ison 2006). The reality of funded projects means they often cannot be located
clearly as one type of participation or another, but sit in a both/and paradigm (Rifkin
1996).

Social theory is often conceived as a toolkit that provides a particular
perspective to guide action. The wrong conceptual frame misses nuances and masks
reality. If theory does not help, Deleuze’s often cited proposal is to make up another
(Deleuze 2004 in Patten 2010:86). Hazy concepts like participation serve a function in
bringing together differently positioned social actors (Mosse 2006), without which most
action to address injustice would not happen, and which may be necessary to solve
multi-stakeholder controversies. However, participation with its discourse of voice and
choice actually embodies an individualistic rather than collective ethos (Mayo, Hoggett
and Miller 2007). More than that, embedded as it is within the pervasive majority
framework of representative civic engagement it becomes a slave activism. Established
routes for dissent easily lead to unresolved complicity because they entrap and limit
practice possibilities within established boundaries (Svirsky 2010:1-6). | thus suggest,
participation is a conceptual cul-de-sac that functions to restrict and close down
opportunities for participants through binding them within the status quo.

Following this discussion, | conclude that empowerment practice needs re-
conceptualising to value its emergent nature, the spiralling processes involved, the
multiple perspectives, the negotiated progression, and the uncertain consequences. |
agree with writers (e.g. Rifkin 1996, High 2005, Ison et al 2004) who have proposed re-
orientating empowerment more productively as a process of social learning in the
tradition of Kolb (1984), Lewin (1951) and Dewey (1991). Hence, | re-assert my interest
in participatory video as an emergent process that intends to build participant influence,
all be it against the unavoidable backdrop of contested territory that | have described.
As such, it is necessary to focus on practitioner intention, to lift it clear from the
competing agendas.
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1.5 Re-casting practitioner inspiration: empowerment as an emergent process of
inter-subjective learning with social purpose

Emergent processes of interactive learning, through cycles of group action and
reflection, aim to open up new social possibilities in the current milieu of complexity,
uncertainty and interdependency (Ison et al 2004). | regard a fluid framework, which
has no pre-determined end-point, as being a more appropriate way of conceptualising
evolving practices in real-world environments. Digital multi-media are perceived as
offering new enabling spaces for collaborative exploration (e.g. Humphreys and Jones
2006), that assist decisions between alternative futures (Humphreys and Brezillion
2002). They can re-configure social spaces by mediating relationships more equitably
(e.g. High 2005). Creative practitioners’ way of practice tolerates ambiguity, embraces
not knowing as a productive driver, and opens a fluid rather than prescribed route to
somewhere unforeseen (Denmead 2010). | therefore re-focus on the practitioner
intention to apply participatory video to mediate such inter-subjective processes. Of
course, simply reframing to embrace emergence, and the negotiated and changing
relationships involved (Hickey and Mohan 2004:15-16), does not make intervention un-
problematic. However, it sets the scene for a more critical stance.

Real Time’s participatory video is but one in a family of approaches using new
media in this way. Others examples are the use of photography in Photovoice (e.g.
Wang and Burris 1997, Wang 1999, Vaughn 2011), and similar applications of video
such as on the SaRA (Salud Reproducttiva para Adolescentes) project in Peru
(Ramella 2002) and the Positive Futures (2005) project in the UK (Nolas 2007). | draw
on these applications in section 1.6 to clarify the gap in social psychological literature
that | address. However, firstly it is necessary to consider the essentially contested
(Lukes 2005) concept of power.

1.5.1 Power contextualised: relative to empowerment practice
| proposed, in section 1.3.2, that building group influence involves more than access to
representational media. | suggest three categories of power provide points of reference

for considering the potential of participatory video as a relational process, which are
power-over, power-to and power-with (Starhawk 1987). Power-over incorporates
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conventional understanding (Weber 1947) as the imposition of A’s will over B. It can be
wielded by force, authority, manipulation or coercion (Bachrach and Baratz 1970).
However, this restricted view of power does not illuminate how power manifests,
reproduces and propagates at the micro-level. Power- to, also encompassed by the
term agency (Giddens 1979), refers to people’s capacity to act. Capacity to act or
agency, is conceptually useful because power-over is not only exercised through action
and decision-making but also through inaction, non-decision-making and other more
subtle forms of influence (Lukes 2005). Individuals systematically without power
internalise damaging stereotypes, and have less capacity to act. Thus, developing
power-to or agency, through interactive processes that unpick unconscious hegemonic
assumptions and beliefs (Craig and Mayo 1995:6) is of central importance to the
empowerment mission. Empowerment practice usually aims to develop participants’
psychological confidence to act, and the belief that action will be successful (symbolic
change), and/or observably obtain resources (material change).

Power-to is a capacity, not the concrete exercising of agency, and Foucault’s
perspective (Baudrillard 1987, Hook 2010) on power’s relational manifestation suggests
that power only finds form through exercise. My empowerment practice interest is both
in the intention to develop group agency, as well as whether this leads to opportunities
to exercise agency (action) to influence what happens in a particular situation. This
brings into focus power-with (Starhawk 1987), a cooperative power, such as Real
Time’s practitioners’ exercise of their own agency. Power-with can be wielded with
inducement, encouragement or even authority, but there is no conflict of interests
between the collaborating actors (Lukes 2005). This power can be productive and
compatible with dignity. However, it is potentially paternalistic and can be wielded
unequally or abusively (Gordon 2008). The facilitator relationship is often characterised
by mutuality (Kreisburg 1992), and yet the factors affecting it are often absent from
discourse, which justifies my focus. Knowledge of practice specifics in context is
needed to understand how participants’ power and influence might change, so | now
introduce Real Time’s approach.
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1.5.2 Real Time’s approach: key emphasis on social purpose, facilitation, structured
processes and an evolving balance of control

Real Time’s projects take place with small closed groups (6-8 people), in familiar
venues based in community contexts (although several groups may work in parallel). A
project proceeds through workshop sessions, which aim to create an enjoyable,
inclusive and supportive environment. Each Real Time session engages participants in
experiential learning through structured video exercises (Shaw and Robertson
1997:12). Projects then proceed through progressive cycles of videoing action and
reflection after playback, as described in detail in section 4.2.

Real Time’s approach is fundamentally a group-based activity using video to
support social processes (Shaw and Robertson 1997). As in critical pedagogy (Freire
1972), participants’ experiences are placed at the centre of the action as subjects of
their own exploration (which | unpack further in section 2.1.4). Individuals do develop
specific video production skills, and group-members do record each other, and the
world around them, to create their own stories. However, engendering productive new
relationships at a group, organisational or community level is the key purpose. This is
not a traditional use of video. In fact, many basic techniques (such as taking turns on
the camera), run counter to standard production processes. My belief is that it is not the
equipment per se that helps or hinders, but the way it functions to back up the intended
social processes.

As video production is not the end itself, but the means to drive interaction
towards group benefit, it is constructive to redefine video making as part of that
process. This also means recognising that video recording and playback have different
functions as a project progresses. The question then shifts to what video itself
contributes. To address the practical issues, which | explicated in section 1.4,
participatory video needs to tackle the challenges of engagement and establishing
collaborative dynamics. To achieve this it must stimulate mutuality against external
agendas, whilst incorporating individual differences (Ledwith 2001).
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Table 1.3 summarises the key Real Time perceived benefits, as supported by other

practitioner writing.

Table 1-3 Key components of Real Time’s video usage

Empowerment Real Time’s perspective on benefit (Shaw and Supporting
practical Robertson 1997:20-6) practice literature
challenges
Engagement Video is accessible and motivating. It provides Stuart 1989; Kindon
purpose through focus on participants’ lives 2003; White 2003
Individual Videoing stimulates self-expression. Recording McLellan 1987;
confidence and and playback builds communication skills and Bery and Stuart
capacity confidence. 1996; Bery 2003

Group building —
dialogue and
commonality

Video encourages teamwork. Video exercises
provide a rationale for discussion. Agreeing on a
message bring people together in common
purpose.

Mayer 2000;
Okahashi 2000;
Guidi 2003;

Critical
awareness and
sense-making

Exploration through video recording can aid
stepping back from experience. Creative
expression can assist problem posing, meaning
making and future directions.

Braden 1998; Frost
and Jones 1998;
Humphreys, Lorac
et al. 2001

Control over
communication
(extended
language)

Video mediates external communication without
reliance on writing or public-speaking

Humphreys and
Brézillon 2002;
Humphreys and
Lorac 2002; Dudley
2003

The other main practice identifier is active facilitation throughout. Real Time believes

that participants’ hands-on use of technology is essential in developing informed

content control, and so group-members use equipment from the start. However,

practitioners provide the structured activities that guide videoing interactions. A second

gap thus emerges from this summary, with regard to context-specific knowledge. | have

given a sense of the building blocks of Real Time’s participatory video, but this does not

illuminate how practitioners negotiate the multiple elements in parallel, or how the

process unfolds as participants respond. It is now important to move beyond universals

to particulars. | thus turn to a specific example.
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1.5.3 Real Time’s staged process: trawling for the participants’ outlook

In 1995, a Community Health Council commissioned Real Time to explore the
difficulties homeless people faced accessing healthcare. This example illustrates how
power-to builds in stages during participatory video processes.

Firstly, Real Time’s approach involves using video to open the environment for
social dialogue. Secondly, it provides the framework in which participants think about
their lives to increase awareness, and negotiate their own social understanding,
agendas and actions. In the homeless project initial exercises concentrated on building
participants’ communication confidence and sharing experiences. Video exercises
developed discussion and reflection to assist participants in refining their opinions on
what would help them, and how best to communicate it. If time is taken over building
processes, then video is thought less manipulating than media requiring written literacy
(Satheesh 1999).

As a next stage, using video provides the means to exercise agency through
collaboratively authored production. In the homeless project, only after several weeks of
development, were statements and interviews recorded for a final video. The group
videoed health services (traditional and homeless focused). Effective messages were
constructed with participant control informed by their previous practical experience and

reflection.

Finally, showing videos in wider social forums creates the possibility for groups
to influence the social agenda. As a project progresses, the groups often wants to
communicate externally. This can be organised if there are significant others prepared
to listen. In this case, there was a ready-made audience. The Health Authority wanted
to find out what homeless people perceived would help. The video produced identified
factors such as chaotic lifestyles, which make it difficult for them to keep appointments,
and the attitudes and interactions that make them uncomfortable in doctor’s surgeries.
Participatory video can thus promote communication both horizontally (within group or
between similar groups), and vertically with powerfully positioned decision-makers
(Johansson 2000). Following this project, the DVD was used to train nurses, GPs and
surgery staff in how to provide better services for homeless people.

Therefore, the potential of video, in creating a link between internal reflection
and external improvement, revolves around its application to progress both group
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agency and dialogue. However, there are issues even on projects considered a
success. Despite the apparent achievement of the homeless project in changing
healthcare provision more generally, it is clear that the participants’ voice is absent.
Nobody asked these particular people what the project was like, or whether they gained
anything lasting.

People feel empowered when they are actually are empowered (Wallerstein
1992), but empowerment as process is a particular journey, which means different
things to each person in every setting. The search for universals is counter-productive.
Success depends on the starting point, the actual circumstances and the time available.
This might mean that participants actually act to gain material benefit, or they now feel
they can act, or there is a change in what they imagine possible (Vaughn 2011).
Empowerment is related to subjective feelings, and given that it is striking how little
research asks participants what it means to them (Cornwall and Edwards 2010). | next
look at social psychological literature on the use of digital media to establish the gaps in
processual knowledge and ‘lived’ experiences.

1.6 Social psychological research on digital media: the gap in practice
knowledge

Most social psychological writing on the use of visual media for empowerment is about
Photovoice (e.g. Wang and Burris 1994, Vaughn 2011), which is a systematised and
staged process like participatory video. Firstly, participants take photographs showing
community issues, with themes arising from participants’ concerns (at least in theory).
Secondly, they discuss the photos in groups. Finally, they show their photos to pre-
recruited policymakers in a wider forum. Thus, like Real Times’ approach, Photovoice
attempts to catalyse interaction in two kinds of social space, characterised as ‘safe’ and
‘in-between’ (Vaughn 2011). | now look at what Photovoice literature tells us about such

emergent processes.
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1.6.1 Iterative unfolding processes: current knowledge on contextual contributors to
project experiences

Equating to Real Time’s first stage, a Photovoice project with African-American men
concluded that racism, male socialisation and social networks affect health (Ornelas,
Amell et al 2009). lllustrating a further iteration, young Appalachians showed
Photovoice images at community health forums, and this assisted those who attended
in proceeding from problem definition to specific action steps (Downey, Ireson, and
Scutchfield 2008). Following oppression in Guatemala and South Africa, Photovoice
went beyond linear development from silence to voice, through long-term iterative
processes with women whose narratives evolved through interaction in many different
social spaces (Lykes et al 2003). llluminating issues through people’s narratives is
perceived to bring humanising insight to audiences (Washington and Moxley 2008).
However, whilst attributing success to the iterative processes involved, there is no
discussion about what participants gained.

Participation costs, in time and role limitation, were discussed on a Photovoice
project with Chinese women (Wang, Yi, Tao and Caravano 1998), as well as potential
despondency if changes are not forthcoming. Successfully progressing from need
definition to plan completion is dependent on ongoing support (Foster-Fishman et al
2005). Beyond this, there was a knowledge gap about contextualised contributors. More
recently, Vaughn (2011) addressed what empowerment means to participants’ own
lives in context (Cornwall and Edwards 2010). Theorising Photovoice through the
concepts of social space, dialogue and critical thinking, she showed the subtle ways
that young people in Papua New Guinea experienced becoming-empowered, such as
shifts in their imagined future possibilities. She also identified the importance of
communicative and procedural pre-conditions in opening spaces for dialogue, and the
parallel need for the more powerfully positioned to support receptive ‘listening’ spaces
(Vaughn 2011).

Although there are comparisons between photography and video, they have
different possibilities and risks. For example, Photovoice enables individual
interpretations, rather than artificially communicating as one, which can mask
difference. Moreover, it is difficult to show the intangible or non-observable using
photography (Castledon et al 2008). Turning to video, the SaRA (Salud Reproducttiva
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para Adolescentes) project in Peru showed specific changes for participants through
participatory video (Ramella et al 2000 ). In promoting sexual health in fifteen rural and
urban contexts, marginalised adolescents produced videos in groups, and then met to
watch each other’s stories. Controlling their own spaces, they became social players
and influenced resources. This led to an increase in health service usage and a
decrease in unwanted pregnancies. Success was in providing creative contexts that
invested the adolescents with agency (Ramella et al 2000). Video, as an extended
language that shows and tells, provided the opportunity for them to act for themselves,
rather than participate in service-providers agendas (Humphreys et al 2001). This
empowered young people by generating a spiral of communication over time outward to
the wider community (Humphreys and Brézillon 2002).

However, there were contextual factors that contributed to success. Firstly, long-
term, multi-location support was available. Participants not only produced their own
dramas and documentaries on sexuality, but they also discussed videos made with
other adolescents in combined workshops. In addition, powerful decision-makers in the
locales, such as the mayors and health personnel wanted the project to happen, and
provided considerable support (Humphreys - personal communication 2008). |
wondered whether, as young people in Peru are likely to be more independent at a
comparable age, responses in the UK would be different. Different approaches are
suitable for different contexts, and my research builds on the need for specific
knowledge about what helps and hinders possibilities emerge in the wide variety of UK
applications.

1.6.2 Addressing the contextual knowledge gap: empirical research questions

Real Time’s praxis (Shaw and Robertson 1997) is a motivational metaphor that has
functioned to inspire practitioners. There is not anything inherently wrong with the
activity descriptions in themselves. Yet, | realised that attempting to synthesise a
straightforward framework by extracting exercises from contextualised application,
results in abstractions that mask the practice nuances. In reality, there is no global
solution, and methodologies that do not encompass the real-world complexity become
rarefied rhetoric. This section has clarified the lack of understanding of the diversity of
particularised manifestations and actions, and participants’ views of what helps and
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hinders in context. Consequently, table 1.4 below summarises the empirical research

questions that direct fieldwork:

Table 1-4 Empirical

uestions with relation to gaps in practice understanding

Key theoretical

Gap in practice understanding

Empirical questions

questions
What does ¢ Different positions on intent ¢ What is the purpose of
empowerment « Realistic view of possibilities in Real Time's participatory
mean in particular relationship to constraints video?

f, .
contexts? « Positioned view of what practice | ® What are the participant

does perceived likes, dislikes
and gains?

What are the ¢ Specific practice at each e What happens in a
contextualised process stage participatory video project
stages of e Processual links and how and why?

participatory video
as empowerment
process?

¢ Practice emergence through
dynamic interaction

What are the
contributory factors
that enable and

e Diversity of response from
different types of group and
individual project actors

e What meanings are
ascribed to project
experiences?

hinder the e For whom, when and what e What helps, and what
emergence of circumstances hinders in context?
participant

empowerment?

1.7 Synthesis: between inspiration and reality

In this chapter, | have suggested that participation has lost its edge as a productive
driving metaphor. Rather it functions, in the UK context | have examined, to dilute,
impede and limit opportunities for participants through binding them in established
frameworks. | started this chapter with Western philosophy’s despondency and
cynicism (Bignall 2010), and my narrative has made the difficulties of challenging the
status quo clear. However, this provides no way out. In re-casting practitioners’
intentions, | carve out space to re-consider the value of the pedagogies of hope (Freire
1994), all be it with a dose of realism. Karl Marx asserted that the point is not to
understand the world, but to change it (Reason and Bradbury 2001). However, the
Marxist paradox is that anything positively affirming is compromised, as only negation is
deemed valid critique (Nunes 2010:109). Alternatively, Deleuze and Guattari's (1983)
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concept of desire, compared to desire-for something pre-determined, is a productive
creative force, which can be invoked to drive inter-subjective collaboration to yet

unknown possibilities.

The application of new media to kindle people’s capacity to find creative routes
forward attempts to harness productive desire or de Certeau’s everyday creativity
(Humphreys and Jones 2006, Nolas 2007). Participatory projects by their very nature
intervene in contexts of power imbalance, and so tensions are inevitable between
agendas. Real Time projects may always be partially successful, due to the plurality of
motivations and valued consequences.® Nevertheless, optimistic practice discourse
may also perform a social function in rousing resistance It is important to recognise
that, rather than being a distraction, emotion may play a role in creating the conditions
for change. Personal empowerment is about how people subjectively feel, which drives
action. The ‘becoming’ ontology behind Deleuze’s unambiguously generative
philosophy (Bignall 2010:8-10) counters negativity with an open-ended perspective on
the world (DeLanda 1999) towards the possibility of a different future.

Foucault’s insight that the status quo must be perpetually re-enacted at the
micro-level, means that power relations are intrinsically unstable and can unravel if
tipped (Patton 2010:88). Practices such as participatory video, are a mindful
experimentation between the direction provided by practice inspiration, towards an
imagined better world, and the way action plays out within contextual constraint.
Ongoing attempts to realise new possibilities can create the conditions for novel
emergence, even if (or particularly because) what happens is unanticipated.

Theory attempts to generalise the empowerment specificity by defining it as a
multi-levelled construct, that manifests at individual, group, organisational or community
level. (e.g. Rappaport 1987, Zimmerman 2000 and Campbell 2004) However, the
different levels are not processually related. What is missing is a breakdown of the
stages, as well as how practice progresses through them. To ground contextual
exploration, | proceed in chapter 2 to define a preliminary staged model for Real Time’s
process, which | relate to inter-subjective theory. This provides a theoretical foundation
for my study of the subjective lived experiences of taking part, against a backdrop of

external influences.

® With thanks to Catherine Campbell for raising my awareness of this issue.
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Chapter 2 Towards a social psychology of empowerment through
participatory video: the disjunction between abstraction and

actuality

Practice may have to be changed into discourse in order to be analysed:
specificities may have to be subjected to generalisations for their significances to be
understood and communicated, however incompletely: but, equally, practice should
be allowed to expose the incompleteness of theory, ... and ... assert the value of
that which generalisations overlooks or excludes

Fiske 1992:165

The symbiotic and sometimes contradictory relationship between theory and practice
forms the boundary between academic thought and social reality. Applying theory to
frame practice is a first step toward developing understanding. Accumulated knowledge
can assist the building of praxis. In turn, contextualising practice particulars can
increase social awareness. The boundary between researcher and practitioner,
encompassed by my dual research stance, has the potential to generate insight. In this
chapter, | construct a theoretical framework for Real Time’s inter-subjective processes.
However, mapping specific social phenomena to concepts and back to actuality is a
significant research challenge, as | explain.

The endeavour to theorise practice inevitably collides with academic (and indeed
professional) habitus (Bourdieu 1990). In elevating the value of distance (Fiske 1989),
researchers tend to favour the search for abstracted universals and practice
generalisations, rather than concrete actuality that spoils neat congruence (Fiske
1992:156). The other problem is the ontological riddle created by studying practice,
which turns it into discourse; so that by definition it is no longer practice (Bourdieu in
Fiske 1992:158). To address these paradoxes at the heart of practice study, | begin in
section 2.1 by describing the pilot data collected to assist with opening up the theory-
practice gap. In section 2.2, | construct an initial model for Real Time’s staged group
process. Then in section 2.3, | ground the stages in relationship to Tuckman’s (1965)
group process theory, and Hersey and Blanchard’s (1977) progressive facilitation
model. My theoretical endeavour is underpinned by the Foucauldian insight that
empowerment happens at the micro-level (see section 1.7). In section 2.3, | also draw
on three social psychological frames (communicative action, conscientisation and

performativity), to ground exploration of how empowerment happens inter-subjectively.
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In section 2.4, | clarify my initial approach to opening disjunctions between theory and
practice. Then in the sub-sections 2.4.1 - 2.4.4, | interrogate this gap by considering
each of the main stages of Real Time’s espoused theory of practice (Schon 1983), as
synthesised from pilot interviews (section 2.1), using one of the three theoretical lenses.
This involves disrupting Real Time praxis through practice examples collected
ethnographically. Finally, in section 2.5, | introduce the ontology of ‘becoming’to set the

scene for methodological chapter 3.

2.1 Pilot phase data methods: accessing Real Time’s voice

As a pilot phase, before the main empirical study, | conducted 10 interviews to capture
praxis discourse. | purposively selected nine Real Time personnel, to provide a range of
perspectives. To assist my researcher-self in including, yet standing back from, my
practitioner voice, one interview was with me. Table 2.1 shows the distribution of

interviewees by primary role.

Table 2-1 Description of pilot interviewees

Main Role | Second Role No. Male Female
30-40 | 41-50 | 51-65 | 30-40 | 41-50 | 51-65

Trustee Practitioner 1 1

Participant 1 1
Director Practitioner 2 1 1
Practitioner | No second role | 3 2 1
Funder Support worker | 1 1

Practitioner 1 1

Six of the nine interviewees were women, and all were aged 30 to 65, with most aged
41-50. All were white and European. | analysed the pilot interviews using a coding
frame that focused on three elements: motivation and potential, practice (functional and
relational), and contextual realities (problems and issues). | thus synthesised Real
Time’s starting perspectives on participatory video’s possibilities and limitations, and |
draw on the data in this chapter. Table 2.2 introduces the interviewees.
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Table 2-2 Pilot interviewees

Pseudonym | Role Background Date &
Duration
LUKE Trustee * Participatory Arts Worker 6/11/06 47°16"
(Practitioner) | e Manager Community Arts Centre
HELEN Trustee (Ex- | ® Voluntary sector and public sector 6/11/06 38 20”
participant) manager
¢ Course participant 22 years ago
¢ Real Time administrator - 5 years
ALISTAIR Staff * Full time employee 2/10/06 -59'30”
(Practitioner) 16/10/06-4244"
JESS Staff e Was full-time now part time 13/11/06 - 59’
(Practitioner) employee
MAGDA Practitioner | ® Film-maker and ethnographer 5/11/06
e Real Time freelancer 107’
SARA Practitioner | © Freelancer - was full time 20/11/06 - 80’
employee
e Video-maker trained by Real Time
CATHY Practitioner | ® Freelancer - trained by Real Time | 15/11/06-35'33"
e Was disabilities support worker -
now project manager
RUTH Arts grant * Arts manager unitary authority 6/11/06 -54'34”
officer e Grant liaison officer
OLLIE Financing * Was teacher now education 24/7/06 - 46'27”
agent project manager
(Practitioner) | e Freelancer - trained by Real Time

During the pilot phase, | also met with Real Time colleagues five times between 2006
and 2007, to review past projects and discuss practice issues. | recorded these informal
discussions in research diaries. | used a double entry diary technique. This involved
writing initial entries on one side of a double page. Later | used these as stimulus for
reflection with hindsight, which | recorded on the opposite page. | also mined formal
Real Time documentation (see table 2.3 below), for practice examples to catalyse
discussions and reflections, which is the source of this chapter’s examples.
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Table 2-3 Real Time documentation

Document type Documents Source

Policy documents * Real Time constitution and Real Time archives
articles of association

¢ Real Time mission statement

e Real Time 5 year business plans
(2000-2005)

Annual reports * 22 Real Time Annual Report — Real Time archives
1985 — 2006 (inclusive)
Project reports * 20 project evaluations selected Real Time archives
after internal discussions
Research report * Manchester literacy project Real Time and Council for

British teachers

2.2  The theoretical starting point: building a conceptual frame for participatory
video as inter-subjective process

Viewing empowerment practice as an iterative learning process (Rifkin 1996) is
fundamentally helpful. Becoming educated is not fixed by completing a particular
course. Likewise empowerment is an ongoing process, and so it is ridiculous to suggest
that someone is definitively empowered or not, after a particular project. Everyone feels
empowered in some aspects (e.g. friends influencing peers) but not others (e.g. limited
work influence). Kolb (1984), drawing on Dewey, Lewin and Piaget, provides an elegant
model of the iterative cycles of experiential learning, as an adaptive process where new
synthesis follows experience (Kolb 1984:25-38). Similarly, Lewin’s social learning cycle,
incorporating unfreezing, moving, and re-freezing (Lewin 1951, Lewin and Gold 1999,
Maurer and Githens 2009), is a goal-directed process that deliberatively stimulates
critical inquiry (Kolb 1984:8-11, 21-2). Dewey recognised that such processes are not
cyclical but a spiral moving forward in time, which gives the potential for social
movement (Kolb 1984:22-3, 132). Moreover, transformation often occurs through
multiple, interconnected spirals (Maurer and Githens 2009:268). | see the Real Time
context as providing the framework for inter-subjective learning, through repeated
cycles of videoing activity and group reflection, towards participant-authored videos
(which are the means to sustain effort towards new synthesis (Humphreys & Brézillon,
2002)). Collaborative production also directs development from group to external focus.
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As my purpose is to understand specifically how it progresses, | now model Real Time’s
process.

2.2.1 A staged process: modelling Real Time’s approach

As a beginning, | propose that Real Time’s participatory video process consists of three
main stages with nine building blocks, synthesized in the table 2.4 below.

Table 2-4 Real Time’s staged process

Staged process Building blocks

Stage A - opening and | * Engaging participants
developing conducive | e Increasing individual self-efficacy - confidence,
social space capacity, and sense of ‘can-do’

e Establishing inclusive, supportive and collaborative
group dynamics

Stage B - from e Motivating social dialogue - group communication

expression to processes focusing on participants’ lives and concerns

collective agency * Developing criticality - group reflection, questioning and
re-framing

¢ Building collective agency - group identity, group
purpose and collective capacity to exercise control if
conditions are favourable

Stage C - exercising e Group communication action through video production

agency and beyond » Social influence - showing video in wider social forums
to influence others

e Social consequences

Using linear models to theorise non-linear processes conceals the complexity of
practice (Carr 2003). | recognise that progress through each stage is not actually linear.
Breaking down a multifaceted practice into component parts risks losing flexibility and
generating a potential gap in understanding how the components work together. This
model misses the complex inter-relationships between the different building blocks.
Nevertheless, a linear model assists as a (necessarily flawed) analytical step, especially
in recognition of the time-based occurrence of these main stages.

Real Time’s praxis (Shaw and Robertson 1997) does emphasise the parallel
development of individual capacities alongside various aspects of group development
such as exchange and team working. Rather than being one process, | view
participatory video as multi-layered with several processes happening alongside each
other. This model provides an initial framework before contextual exploration of how the
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interconnections actualise. Next, | ground the staged process in relationship to group
process theory.

2.3 Iterative group processes

The ongoing tension between individual and group is an essentially social psychological
phenomena (Jovchelovitch 2007:72-8), between individual psychology and social
context. It combines the psychological needs to both belong and assert individuality.
Our identities form and evolve through participation in various groupings. Conversely,
through coming together individuals negotiate shared identities, involving some
subjugation to the group. In the last section, | defined a staged model for Real Time’s
process. To theorise this, | relate the linear main stages to Tuckman’s (1965)
foundational representation of the progressive dynamics of group building as
summarised in table 2.5.

Table 2-5 Unfolding group processes

Tuckman (1965) Hersey and Blanchard
(1977)
Forming Directing
Storming Coaching
Norming Mentoring
Performing Delegating

Forming is when the collaborative space is established, during which participants
become acclimatised to the environment and group dynamics. It is characterised by
both interest and reserve, as a stage of pretence (Hampton 2011) or pseudo community
(Peck 1990), because participants are likely to hold back on deep perspectives and
avoid controversy. During forming, individuals get to know each other through the
sharing of experiences to build trust. Storming represents the testing that occurs as
individuals find a balance between independence and group membership, as they feel
more confident exploring shared group norms and divergence. It can be relatively
gentle, if the participants are from similar backgrounds, or volatile if forming has
repressed fundamental differences (Hampton 2011).
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Norming occurs when participants find common ground, a shared identity and
mutual purpose. Finally, the group can perform through putting its energy into collective
action (Tuckman and Jensen 1977). This four-stage model is comparable with other
conceptualisations (e.g. Lewin 1947a, Randell and Southgate 1980, Schultz 1958 in
Srivastva, Obert and Nielson 1977).

Hersey and Blanchard (1977) also identified an evolving facilitation dynamic as
responsibility progressively transfers to group participants. At the first stage, leaders
engage in comparatively detached task directing. At the second stage, they work
alongside people to guide activities and instruct as necessary. At the third stage, they
step back to follow participants’ interests, but remain involved to assist. Finally,
practitioners hand leadership roles to participants during the fourth stage. This provides
a framework for considering Real Time facilitation.

In section 2.1.1, | acknowledged that Real Time’s overall process is not really
linear. Figure 2.1, represents an initial conception of the non - linear building blocks of
practice in relationship to Tuckman’s four-staged process. This is in recognition of the
temporal initiation of the main stages. For example, individual capacity building starts
earlier than critical reflection (although it is ongoing). The arrows in the figure represent
the interconnected building blocks. However, this framework is too general to
encompass the multiple ways that processes emerge in context. Long-term projects
may cycle through all these elements several times, whereas a time-limited project may
concentrate on spiralling through one or two building blocks within the model.
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Figure 2-1 Initial conceptual framework for Real Time’s staged video process
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As | mentioned in section 1.7, Foucault’s view of power as a process of
emergent social dynamic, rather than a fixed social structure (Foucault and Faubion
2000), underpins the potential of change at a micro-level. | now turn to three
Foucauldian-influenced theoretical lenses, to how

to provide insight as

empowerment focused group processes might happen inter-subjectively as

summarised in table 2.6 below.

Table 2-6 Inter-subjective theoretical frame for Real Time’s process

Real Time Group Public sphere Critical Performativity
staged process and pedagogy and (Butler 1990) and
process (Tuckman | communicative conscientisation | everyday
1965) action (Freire 1970) performance
(Habermas (Goffman 1990)
1984,1989)
Opening Forming Opening type 1 Critical pedagogy | Rehearsing back
new social semi-public stage
spaces sphere
From Storming / Communicative Internal Developing
expression Norming action — group awareness- internal /external
to collective dialogue raising or erformativit
agency /deliberative problem-posing P Wity
discourse and re-synthesis
Exercising Performing | Opening type 2 External Performance
agency and public spheres - awareness- front stage
beyond communication raising or
action through problem-posing
showing video and re-synthesis

To elaborate, | introduce public spheres and communication action as the first

theoretical lens.

2.3.1 Public spheres and communicative action

Habermas’ work is part of the linguistic turn in critical theory, which identified the
discursive construction of the social world (Fultner 2011:54). The challenge is how
to act usefully towards commonality against the colonisation of life worlds
interest (Heath 2011:85).
Pragmatically, Habemas was interested in language’s socially binding and directing

(integrative socio-cultural formations) by structural

force. Public spheres are social spaces, positioned between family and state, in
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which people discuss matters of concern. In The Theory of Communicative Action,
Habermas (1984) introduced the concept through the relatively brief emergence of a
bourgeois version in 18" century Europe coffee houses, as new sites of civic
influence, which informed wider social and political processes. Habermas (1989)
details their decline as critical journalism took over as the main shaper of public
opinion (Dalberg 2001), and currently influence is constrained by marketing, public
relations spin and information overload. However, the ideal of participatory
democracy rests on a just government’s need to listen to public spheres (Olson
2011), and the notion is useful in grounding digital technology’s application to open
up new communication space. Habermas conceptualised the ideal public sphere as
an accessible forum that disregards social status and economic or political affiliation
(Jovchelovitch 2007:88). The notion of communicative action (Habermas 1984), or
deliberation, encompasses the supposedly free and inclusive exchange amongst
peers that ensues. The purpose of this dialogue is not to pursue particular strategic
goals, but to establish an inter-subjective relationship of mutual understanding on a
common concern (Fultner 2011:56).

In pointing to significant gender and class exclusions, and the replacement of
repression with mainstream rule, Fraser (1990) amongst others (e.g. Thompson
1995) confronted Habermas’ assumption that bourgeois public spheres cultivated
these qualities. However, the notion can theoretically frame not only this ideal but
also the many types arising in different cultures worldwide (Jovchelovitch 2007:90).
Fraser (1990) proposed that counter-publics provide alternative culturally embedded
forums, parallel to the mainstream, in which marginalised groups negotiate, re-frame
norms and propagate their own contextualised understanding.

Real Time projects attempt to make the link between the group and the wider
civic realm by instigating two sorts of positioned public spheres or counter-publics.
Initially, a new social space is created in which participants interact internally
alongside practitioners between the individual and the group. These type 1 spaces
are semi-public, as they are not open to all. Moreover, the closed nature provides
the necessary ‘safe’ or ‘conducive’ relational conditions for engaging marginalised
people. Later in Real Time’s processes, the focus is on opening up broader based
type two publics ‘in-between’ the group and the outside world (whether horizontal or
vertical). This means that theorising Real Time’s processes involves unravelling the
basic social psychological tensions as project actors interact in these two types of
social space. Furthermore, the idea of conducive social space does not encompass
the need to facilitate bottom-up communicative action (section 1.4.1), which | frame

by considering Paulo Freire’s pedagogy.
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2.3.2 Critical pedagogy and conscientisation

Paulo Freire’s critical pedagogy (1970, 1974) provides inspiration for many in its call
to transform the educative relationship. The teacher-student dynamic in Freire’s
(1972:45) model encourages participants to build their own knowledge of reality,
through thinking critically about forces that shape their lives. He contrasts this with
banking education, where teachers deposit knowledge into passive students. His
emphasis on the crucial importance of the teacher’s approach echoes my concern
with the practice interactions between Real Time’s participants and practitioners.

The relationship between Freire’s pedagogues, or Gramsci’s intellectuals
(Gramsci in Ledwith 2005:119), and their students is envisaged as active and
reciprocal, so that every participant also teaches. This focus on the importance of
power sharing usefully frames study of how relational practice is experienced.
However, Freire is also criticised because his ideal relationship sets up impossible
expectations (Blackburn 2000). Practitioners, however well intentioned, have to
juggle multiple demands and commitments. As with the other motivational narratives
discussed (e.g. section 1.3), critical pedagogy provides inspiration against which
reality can be compared, but it is important to face up to the contradictions and
ambiguities of facilitated empowerment. For instance, Freire has been reproached
(e.g. Ellsworth 1989) because his language implies a relationship of domination,
which is what makes practitioners feel uncomfortable:

I don’t use empowerment as terminology ... | am a bit frightened that it might be
patronising... the process ...help[s] bring people’s own existing power into
play... but | don’t want that mixed up with me.

Magda- practitioner

I do not think practitioners impart power to their indebted participants or control
change. Participants are not inert victims, but major actors in shaping project
processes. Even the least assertive can refuse to engage, whereas practitioners are
obliged to be there. However, viewing practitioners as disinterested rather than
active agents obscures their role. Professional empowerment practice, as | have
identified (section 1.5.1) is a form of agency characterised by mutual dynamics
(Kreisburg 1992) between project actors. Indeed, to not own or under-use
practitioner agency is misuse of power (Barstow 2008). Practitioners’ exercise of
power-with is thus not a bad thing, but this is sometimes misunderstood, leading to
uncertainty.
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if it were real empowerment, wouldn’t people just do it? There are then conflicts
— is it what the worker wants to happen, or is it the participants ... Is it wrong
that the worker decides? What's the right balance of that?

Luke — Real Time

The implied superiority contained in terms such as change agents, animateurs, or
intellectuals is discomforting, but it is important to remember that there is no
associated inequality in human dignity. The power differential implicit in the
helper/helped roles is part of the function (Barstow 2008:300). My practical
experience leads me to agree that the practitioners’ approach, and the dynamics
they catalyse, are vital to good practice (e.g. Rowlands 1995), as reflected in
participatory video writing (e.g. Henault 1991, White 2003). Empowerment is a
process that cannot be imposed by outsiders — although appropriate external
support can speed up and encourage it (Rowlands 1995). More significantly,
inappropriate facilitation can disempower, as when video projects run by technicians
become product-led (White 2003:40-4).

Because methodological discourse has overlooked practitioners’ agency,
there is a lack of understanding about the particulars of how relational practice helps
or hinders, and this too is context-specific. For some, facilitation is transitory, and
some (e.g. learning disabled people) may always need collaborators alongside them
or they are set up to fail. Practitioners must recognise their power-over the group,
and own their agency with eyes wide open to the necessary negotiations to prevent
the re-enforcement of existing power structures to the detriment of the group.

Part of our task then must be to specify what these relationships are like for
people, organisations, and communities. What is the nature of the settings in
which empowerment is developed or inhibited?

(Rappaport 1987:130)

Next, | introduce Freire’s (1970, 1974) method to position Stage B of Real Time’s
process. Freire developed conscientisation in Brazil, whilst teaching illiterate people
in contexts of extreme poverty. In contrast to the imposition of expert knowledge in
traditional pedagogy, he used patrticipants’ everyday life experiences to involve them
in what he called a dialogical encounter (Freire 1974). This is comparable to
deliberation, but Freire, like Gramsci, placed more emphasis on the need to counter
Nietzsche’s legion of metaphors (Reason and Bradbury 2001:6) supporting the
status quo by addressing false consciousness.
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Of course, many oppressed people understand the causes of their
predicament very well, but lack the means to address them. However, | agree with
Gramsci and Freire that often the drive for change does not arise spontaneously
because of the insidious nature of hegemony (Ledwith 1997 see section 1.3.1). Our
minds are colonised by dominant norms about how we should think and be,
resulting in unquestioned consent to the status quo (Forgacs 1988:422). Freire
(1970) believed everyone has the capacity to break through the culture of silence, in
which marginalised knowledge is latent, through conscientisation.

As a first step participants diagnose their situation (Jovchelovitch 2007) in a
collaborative process at the boundaries of knowledge domains. Participants are
experts on their situation and practitioners in facilitation skills. Practitioners use
structured techniques to stimulate group interaction and to prompt participants in
unearthing contradictions through specific questions. However, participants’
priorities direct the process of contextualised problem identification. Then, in the
next phase of the process, participants re-frame their experiences and synthesise
new less damaging group norms before identifying collective ways forward.

Using literacy as the engagement hook, Freire (1974) maintained that
understanding words was inseparable from reading the world. These ideas have
inspired many similar processes, and visual projections such as diagramming and
mapping are considered useful (e.g. Pretty, Guijt, Thompson and Scoones 1995:77-
80). In the communication age, there is a need to develop audio-visual literacy, as
well as fluency in the new digital communication arenas. Digital media are thus
thought suitable tools for Freirian processes (e.g. Laney 1997; Chambers 2005),
and parallels are drawn between conscientisation and Real Time’s processes (Shaw
and Robertson 1997:170-1).

I now introduce performativity as the third theoretical lens.

2.3.3 Performativity and performance in everyday practice

Performativity usefully frames exploration of what participatory video does in context
for those involved, because it resources a shift beyond representation. The concept
developed from Austin’s (1975) recognition that speech does not merely describe or
reflect reality, but in many cases does something in itself. Speech-acts are thus
performed as a type of productive action (Austin 1975:6) that can build social co-
ordination or bonding/binding relationships. Habermas saw illocutionary force as
what is accomplished by the performative act, or the communicative function of the
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utterance (Fultner 2011:58). Perlocution refers to the supplementary affects on
people (Loxley 2007:18). For instance, if a practitioner says ‘it is your turn on the
camera’, the illocutionary intention is to ensure individual participation, but the
perlocutionary effect may be for that person to feel encouraged or put on the spot.

Speech acts (Searle 1979:16) include assertives (e.g. reports and
statements), directives (e.g. orders and requests), commissives (e.g. promises and
swearing) and expressives (e.g. congratulating or apologising). Although the
categories are not always practically distinct, when participants use video to tell how
things are, to ask questions or make requests, to commit to plans, or to express
what they feel, they are engaged in performative actions. This thesis explores what
such practice does in actual context, in terms of its illocutionary force and
perlocutionary effect.

The related notion of everyday performance (Goffman 1990) is also useful.
All social practices are public performances through which the self is actualised.
Two aspects are particularly pertinent. Firstly, Goffman’s everyday actors are
fundamentally plural, or polyphonic (Bakhtin 1984), playing out different versions of
themselves (Highmore 2002a) depending on contextual expectations within the
game of modern life (Jagger 2008:23). This avoids the dilemma created in
distinguishing between authentic or inauthentic performatives. Secondly, Goffman
(in Highmore 2002b:51-6), like Austin (Loxley 2007:144) used theatrical metaphors,
such as front and back stage, to highlight the different way social actors behave
depending on whether they are in formal situations (on set) or behind the scenes. |
have initially characterised Real Time’s type one semi-publics as back stage and

external video screening forums as front stage.

Building on Foucault’'s conception that inter-subjective processes shape
subjectivity, Judith Butler re-moulded performativity with a distinctive Foucauldian
twist (Jagger 2008). In Gender Trouble, Butler (1990) argued that gendered identity
is not dependent on pre-given binary sexual difference, which merely seems innate
and essential. Instead, it forms through the repeated performance of recognised
stylised acts conditioned by heterosexual norms. These reflect tacit collective
agreement about how women should be (Loxley 2007:120-1). We thus become
women through speaking, moving, dressing and interacting in particular ways, as a
kind of obligatory cultural performance (Jagger 2008:20). This suggests that identity
is not a foundational inner core of being, that is externalised through representation,
but a consequence of active doing.
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Butler’s insight that doing gender requires a sustained performance is also
productive. Although the embodying of norms, is a compulsory practice ... it is never
quite carried out according to expectations (Butler in Loxley 2007:124). This means
that gender identity is always in a state of becoming rather than fixed and unmoving.
This provides the performative potential for change. By extension, all identity
categories are vulnerable and could be subverted through alternative rupturing

performances.

Butler's (1990) contention that identity is not foundational, but a
consequence of active doing is theoretically innovative. All social life can be
perceived as a process of becoming (emergent) rather than in a state of being
(Deleuze 1988). This underpins my theoretical inclination towards the ontology of
‘becoming’ (e.g. Chia 1997:695-7), as an appropriate orientation for studying
emergent practice (Steinberg 2007b). Performativity and everyday performance
from the becoming perspective productively frame Real Time’s practice, with the
project opening a space between social boundaries in which to perform something
different. Positioning participants in new roles and unfamiliar situations is
performative in enabling change to unfold (Hiller 2005). Through doing social action,
participants are indeed becoming social actors.

In the next section, | problematise praxis by discussing Real Time’s practice
in relationship to the three theoretical lenses | have defined.

24 Feeding the double hermeneutic: problematising Real Time’s praxis
through anecdotal theorising

When studying an evolving practice such as participatory video, it is appropriate to
first look at practitioners’ perspectives. Real Time practitioners are the natives, with
intimate understanding of the territory beyond abstractions. They have much
practical experience navigating the slippery paths and bumpy terrain along the way,
such as the conflicting agendas and contradictory roles. Part of my task is to
uncover this tacit knowledge through exploring the multiple dimensions (who, what,
how, why, and what for) of practitioner knowledge (Jovchelovitch 2007:16).
However, practice is itself socially constructed. Actions result from practitioners’
beliefs, and create and maintain their reality (Berger and Luckman 1966:20-1).
Despite being major actors in forming practice boundaries, professional practitioners
necessarily have biases and blind spots due to their immersion (e.g. Haraway
1988).

80



Reflection (knowing)-in-action (Schon 1983:49-69) is how experienced
practitioners think creatively on their feet to deal with unique and difficult situations.
Reflective practice or explicit reflection-on-practice (Schon 1983) is a way for
practitioners to consider real-life field experiences, particularly if they do not fit
current models, to make this knowledge explicit. It is a mental processing, which
moves beyond basic certainties, to deal with the uncertain and the provisional
(Moon 2005) and thus extend and transform praxis. Reflection is an evolving
capacity with five stages (noticing, making sense, making meaning, working with
meaning and transformative learning (Moon 2002)), which is why making sense of
critical incidents, or everyday events that manifest disjunction is a good start. There
is also value in considering a range of similar incidents or different perspectives to
help deepen insight (Van Manen 1991).

| conceptualise my initial reflections as anecdotal theorising (Gallop 2002,
Nolas 2007:230), where stories about practice are mined (Gallop 2002:2) as
prompts and pointers for the nuanced understanding offered. This provides a way of
rupturing the inspiration/ frustration dichotomy of typical practice narratives and
negotiating between the universal and the particular.

In section 2.4, | consider in turn each Real Time practice stage. In each sub-
section | firstly summarise Real Time’s perspectives synthesised from pilot
interviews. My theoretical framework in table 2.6 makes it clear that each area of
inter-subjective theory is applicable across the overall Real Time process. However,
pragmatically, | consider each Real Time stage in relationship to one of the three
main theoretical lenses. | thus problematise Real Time’s theory of practice (Schon
1983), by looking at disjunctions between espoused praxis and actuality. To do this |
draw ethnographically on practice examples that arose during the pilot reflective
process, documented in my research diaries, as explained at the start of this
chapter. Firstly, | consider the function participatory video performs at the opening

stage.

2.4.1 Opening conducive social spaces: Problematising Real Time’s practice at
stage A

| identify three main problems in the practical endeavour to open up new type 1
counter-publics. Firstly, the problem of engagement, which continues the discussion
of the intervention dynamic started in section 1.4.2. Secondly, although individual
development is an important first step towards group agency (section 1.5.1), the
question of where it leads remains. Thirdly, the issue of how well group processes
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actually achieve inclusive communication dynamics (section 2.1.3.) Table 2.7

synthesises Real Time's perspectives on what participatory video offers in

establishing a conducive environment in the type-1 project spaces.

Table 2-7 Stage A: Opening and developing inclusive forums

Process themes

Researcher’s synthesis of

Real Time illustrative quotes from

in pilot Real Time perspective pilot interviews
interviews
1- Engaging ¢ Video is an enjoyable Magda Video provides the group with a

participants

medium that provides the
rationale for participation
in a group process

common focus that.. gives them

something to work on together ...

Jess There’s a lot of learning that can
be done in an informal way, it's not
based on reading and writing

2- Increasing
individual self-
efficacy

¢ Gaining technical and
communication capacity
builds overall confidence

e Showing participants
talking knowledgeably
builds positive self-image

e Being listened to values
participants

¢ Succeeding at video
tasks increases self-
efficacy

Sara On an individual level, people
have ... used equipment they didn’t
think they could use... overcoming that
breaks down lots of other barriers

Alistair They're talking... to the camera
in a focused and articulate way. They
come over very strong, in a way that
they haven't experienced

Magda People have said things like
‘nobody ever listens to me’, and when |
had the camera on me | really felt they
were listening

Jess Making video ... can change
peoples’ view of themselves and what
they can achieve in the future

3 — Establishing
inclusive and
collaborative
group dynamics

¢ Facilitators manage
activities to create an
inclusive dynamic

Jess Everyone takes part in every
activity, so everyone has a go at the
camera, everyone is given space to
speak on the microphone...

| now problematise Real Time’s espoused theory of practice on the opening of new
social spaces by turning to actual experience of those theories-in-use (Schon 1983).

Problematising participant engagement

Opening inclusive or ‘safe’ spaces needs appropriate organisation (Dalberg 2001).
Structured engagement, like Real Time’s practice framework, is crucial to involving
marginalised people, as they are unlikely to enter the civic arena directly. Real Time
thinks video is a good hook (see table 2.7 above), because it generates motivation
and revolves around participants’ lives. Many regard video as suitable because it is
accessible to all, creative confidence or academic

regardless of literacy,
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achievement (e.g. Stuart 1989; Tomaselli and Prinslo 1990, Braden 1999).
However, engagement needs context- appropriate ways of attracting participants in
that it can deter as well as attract. Additionally, the asymmetrical power relationship
(Giddens 1991b) created by the ‘othering’ dynamic identified in section 1.4.2 leads
to further practical issues, as in the following example:

Table 2-8 Project example- young people

In 2006, Real Time ran a project to explore identity with second generation BME (Black
and Minority Ethnic) young people:

It's actually quite hard fo engage young people in a project that they didn’t
devise or understand the point of .... Real Time did a lot recruitment ... there
were a good proportion of black participants - we couldn't say those white
friends can't take part - they gelled as a group ... and they understood the
themes and wanted to learn video-making .... then the organisers arrived ...
and said, ‘the problem is .... they're all middle class’....

Sara

Practitioners then had to chase people who fitted the stereotype of BME
disadvantage:

we interviewed one of the managers contacts ... he was playing up to the
camera ... ‘yeah, it's hard on the streets, man’ but he was engaging and funny
and | felt truthful about school. The organisers said ‘well ... it's a load of clichés’.
He was allowed to speak but then not considered mature enough. Some were
too middle class, and some not middle class enough, but certainly all of them
were wrong

Sara

Categories (institutions, classes, cultures) and registers (ideologies, and prejudices)
predicate projects arising from the binary view of power (Rabinow and Rose 2003:
xv). Table 2.8 shows these participants had their own motivations. They exerted
power by using participation for their own ends, or by playing with attempts to
categorise them. However, framing them as disadvantaged was limiting and clearly
problematic in real world practice.

Problematising capacity building

Perceived self-efficacy (Bandura 1977, 1995), or can-do, encompasses the extent to
which people believe they can achieve in a context. Self-efficacy is influenced by
experience, comparison with others, encouragement or discouragement and stress
responses (Bandura 1994). People with high self-efficacy perceive challenges to

overcome, whereas those who lack it avoid action in case they fail. Real Time
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practitioners believe video is particularly confidence building because many
participants are techno-phobic. Discovering that they can operate the equipment, or
speak up on camera, is assumed to transform their overall sense of can-do (e.g.
Mayer 2000, Guidi 2003). In addition, practitioners think that being heard on
playback increases participants’ confidence that they have something worth saying.

However, there are problems with these assumptions, in addition to the
tendency of constructing practice from practitioners’ partisan perspective alone.
Firstly, it expects a lot from participants’ use of equipment and appearing on a
monitor. The assumption is that such gains are context-transcending but they may
be context bound. Secondly, if watching yourself on playback can be powerful, it
could also be damaging. The point is what helps some might hinder others,
emphasising the importance of understanding the diversity of possible responses.
Finally, there is an assumption that creating the conditions for eureka moments,
which expand horizons, is necessarily a good thing. For instance:

An elderly woman on a project in sheltered accommodation said ‘I could have worked
for the BBC'. Is it fair to set up potential regrets about a life not lived. Similarly, a
mental health support worker, talking about a project with patients at a psychiatric
hospital, said a participant still identified the video project as the best thing he had
ever done fifteen years later. She meant it positively, but it is fairly damming that
despite his enthusiasm, he had no chance to continue.

JS - Researcher diary

Is there any value in increasing self-efficacy, if it does not result in the chance to
realise new aspirations? Research (e.g. Lewin 1946, Gergen and Gergen 2004)
does indicate that group processes increase the likelihood of individual change
transcending the project context This is illustrated by classic action research on US
eating habits in the Second World War (Lewin 1946). Women given information by
lecture only were compared with those who took part in discussions afterwards.
Changes in eating habits were shown to be more likely to be implemented in the
home if the impetus followed a group decision. Group interaction is thus often seen
as an important part of empowerment-focused practices, and the third building block
in Real Time’s Stage A is concerned with establishing an environment in which all

can participate.
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Problematising facilitation of inclusive group dynamics

Most criticism of Habermas’ inclusive model for communicative action arises
because of its idealism, as opinion exchange is never completely free (Jacobson
2000). It is clearly naive to think that pure understanding is the only motivation in
participatory project processes. Returning to the BME project discussed earlier in

this section, this was obvious:

we did work with some recent refugees.... the thing that came across was they didn’t
think of themselves as outsiders ... and they faced similar difficulties to other young
people ... That did not go down very well .... we were not funded to find that BME
young people face the same problems, but that ... they’re special needing special
solutions because that’s what the organisation exists for

Sara

In addition, social psychological knowledge on group dynamics indicates there are
other limits on free expression such as risky shift, the Abilene paradox, group think
and coercive persuasion (Cooke 2001:103). For instance, the Abilene paradox is
that group-members may second-guess what others want to hear, leading to
collective decisions that no one agrees with.

Real Time practitioners intervene purposely in the group dynamics to create
opportunities for all the participants. One specific example of how video is applied to
support inclusive dynamics is that each person takes a turn on the microphone
during videoed exercises, which intends to open space for everyone to speak, and
prevent particular individuals dominating or remaining silent. This action to level the
playing field is a foundational aspect of Real Time practice. However, equality is
utopian, and enforced access does not sound very empowering. Some Real Time
interviewees did indeed question whether this approach benefits everyone:

In 1995, a project took place with, long-term unemployed people. Participants had low
self-esteem after failure to gain work. The group made a video about employment
barriers including skill currency, age and disability discrimination and the benefit trap.
One man was extremely overbearing, and usually took group decisions. Practitioners
acted overtly and repeatedly to enable others to speak, which meant exercising their
own agency assertively and unequally to prevent him talking for and over others.

JS - Researcher diary

It is clear that this action might have destabilised this particular man, especially as
he had low self-esteem. Practice can be this contradictory mixture of both including
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some and excluding others, as this and the previous identity example shows. This
paradox was reflected in the wider UK context during Positive Futures (section 1.6).
Positive Futures (2005) was a national multi-million pound initiative that aimed to
reduce youth crime by providing sports resources, with participatory video used as a
participatory evaluation process. One insight was that in including young men’s
stories, young women were excluded (Nolas 2007:260). Yet, before assuming
engaging young women requires a different intervention, it is necessary to know
more about the specifics of application. What helps and hinders depends on the
particular approach, activities and context, and is not always straightforward or
intuitive. The illusion of neutral facilitation, which arises from the positivist myth of
objectivity, is highlighted as a major misunderstanding (Kemmis and McTaggart
2005). Real Time’s approach is clearly not passive, and | do not think it should be,
but it is necessary to be more honest about its purpose and effect. In the following, |
look at stage B practice.

2.4.2 From social expression to collective agency: problematising Real Time’s
practice at stage B

At stage B, Real Time applies video processes to raise awareness and build
purpose through group interaction on mutual concerns. Real Time places great faith
in video’s capacity to stimulate participants’ exploration. Recording exercises
provides the catalyst for social exchange. Practitioners think videoing likes and
dislikes in the locality prompts participants to examine their situation, and that video
focuses attention as synthesised in table 2.7 below.
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Table 2-9 Stage B: criticality and group agency

Process Researcher’s Real Time illustrative quotes
themes synthesis of Real
Time perspective

* Basic video recording | Alistair we focus on people and their

4— Motivating capacities catalyse lives so they all have things to say and

social dialogue group interaction ... that motivates them further

e Video content is
based on context of
participants’
everyday lives Sara although we also do... drama, this

comes out of real experiences

Cathy It's good fun ... people like to talk
about themselves

* Playback promotes Jess talking about yourself... and then
5- Developing group reflection watching back and thinking about....
criticality ¢ Video is a tool for what you said...it provides a way of
exploration and stepping back
questioning

Magda the immediate playback after
e Discussion after each activity ... helps self-reflection
recording builds

participant views Ollie going out videoing, you can look at

your situation ...in a more considered
way... what you like and don't like

* Finding shared Jess developing the group’s ideas and
6- Building experiences builds views —they find a common theme...
collective group identity and then video provides a way to take
agency e Deciding on a video them forward
provides purpose Alistair- | saw video as way of upholding
e Making a video a collective working principle - the whole
focuses and directs group engages in the content creation

group action

Table 2.7 also shows the practitioner intention is that reflection and critical re-
framing follows video activities, but | now problematise conscientisation in actual
practice.

Freire believed that naming the world through reflective dialogue changes it
(Freire 1972:62, Freire and Macedo 1987), because fresh perception in itself
transforms participants’ positioning. However, can empowerment really result from
awareness-raising alone (Bourdieu 2000)? | perceive three main practical issues:
developing criticality takes time and input, the idea of powerless participants and
powerful educators does not encompass the nuanced relationships involved, and
finally whether inciting discontent is justified.

The first two result from problematical false consciousness. The assumption
that people do not comprehend their own real interests without awareness-raising is
paternalistic (Lukes 2005:149), but acknowledging this haunts practice attempts to
stimulate criticality. The result is an ‘anything goes’ approach because practitioners
feel unable to challenge. However, without input, there is a tendency for participants
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to perpetuate usual media representations and damaging stereotypes. For instance,
on youth projects | have encountered several occasions when the only black
participant volunteered to act as the criminal in a video. | think it is necessary to
engage with false consciousness even if uncomfortable, as there is no point in a
practitioner being there if they are not able to exercise agency. Participants are
experts in their own experiences of inequality, which they can draw on. However,
hegemony means that unravelling contradictions takes time for most even with
input. Further, conscientisation is not only intellectual, but also a dynamic cyclical
process of action and reflection (Blackburn 2000). An initial group video is unlikely
to lead to radical re-framing, as participants are finding their feet developing new

communication skills. For example:

Learning-disabled adults at a day centre, first made a drama about going to a
nightclub. Their desire to show themselves doing something most would take for
granted, reflects the restrictions on their lives. However, funders were disappointed
as they hoped for a hard-hitting issue-based documentary.

JS - Researcher diary

To reach new insight, participants need adequate time to develop in-depth
reflection. Real Time’s process is iterative, and more than one cycle of production
action is necessary to progress criticality and creativity. Lack of sustained support
for further iterations is one reason why videos confirm majority views or outside
agents’ expectations. However, the assumption that further reflection and action
cycles will lead to increased criticality, rather than re-producing hegemonic norms, is
questionable however long a project runs (Campbell and MacPhail 2002).

In the context of a two-year project with young people in Northern Ireland
(Bryson 2003), despite personal gains and increased self-advocacy, participants
were unable to engage substantially in contentious political issues This was
because they wanted to escape previous divisions, and also because of the real
risks of disclosure. This project highlighted the lack of realism in expecting
participants to reach commonality on issues that had been unresolved for many
decades in adult society (Bryson 2003). In discussing a project challenging the
stigmatisation of sex workers in India, Cornish (2006) asks how people are to find
alternative visions when faced with the weight of entrenched symbolic exclusion. It is
unfair to expect stressed groups to find solutions to difficult problems alone.
Moreover, Freire’s educative relationship positions project actors awkwardly in this
respect, as it is not apparent when or if practitioners should bring up difficult issues.
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The learning-disabled adults were then funded to make a video about bullying. As
practitioner, | felt very uncomfortable raising an obviously painful issue. Interviewing
required participants to talk about long past experiences, which was difficult for them.
The context thus placed me in a position where | considered that | misused group
trust in order to satisfy the desire for a meaningful product. This was not justified, as
there was no benefit to them and no support available to help any emergent feelings.

JS - Researcher diary

Raising awareness by asking people to disclose themselves can easily leave
participants feeling worse, and it is ethically questionable to kindle discontent, even
if participant driven, unless there is a way to move forward. Developing criticality is a
step in empowerment processes, but greater knowledge is necessary about the
conditions that enable action towards something better. In the following, | look at the
consequences from inter-subjective action using video.

2.4.3 Exercising agency and beyond: Real Time’s practice at stage C

Real Time believes that part of video’s potential comes from its relationship to the
dominant media. Because Western culture places values in technology:

Video is particularly useful ... because it represents television, which is such an
everyday influence ... It's a symbol of power

Magda

Having control of video technology is perceived to re-position participants more
powerfully in itself, as it instigates new social dynamics.

the camera sets up an interaction between you and the world around you ...
you have a group ... they just ask and people talk ... suddenly there’s dialogue
with others

Alistair

Furthermore, | suggest that video production conventions re-position participants
more powerfully in these interactions. Convention is an important aspect of
illocutionary force because performative acts invoke usual procedures (Loxley
2007:51) and require particular responses. For instance, a participant interviewer is
more likely to get a question answered, because that is the norm of the production
relationship. This is also a factor in video screenings, as conventionally an audience
watches and listens.
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As | discussed in section 1.5.2, the overall purpose of Real Time’s process
lies in the social consequences. However, because practice is open-ended, there is
no specific indication as to what participant re-positioning will do for them. In this
respect, Real Time’s discourse is unfalteringly one of potential:

I think when you run a video project, it just has a capacity to evolve. People can
be actively involved being interviewed... then it opens dialogue... it brings
different people together and gets them talking informally... it builds networks
and connections ... but in an organic way

Alistair

| now problematise Stage C of Real Time’s process.

2.4.4 Playing with fire: finding agency within a story of unpredictable,

uncontrollable and unintended consequences

In exploring gender, Butler (1990:525) did not underestimate the weight of women’s
systematic subjugation, or the need to transform hegemonic thinking. However, like
Foucault she contended that the micro-processes that constrain also provide
resistive possibility. | identify two main problems here. Firstly, performative action
cannot control the perlocutionary consequences, and secondly, if the doer is only
realised in what is done inter-subjectively, what it means subjectively is lost.

Bertrand Russell (1938) characterized power as the production of intended
effects (Russell in Lukes 2005:76), but exercising social power whether by action or
inaction often has unintended consequences beyond the actor’s control (Lukes
2005:70-80):

In 1990, Real Time worked with council tenants to make ‘A Funny Kind of democracy’,
which responded to the legislation requiring council tenants to vote to avoid council
houses being sold to private landlords. The local councillor responded negatively
when the video was shown in a council meeting. Subsequently he was de-selected in
local elections.

JS - Researcher diary

Council officers and participants perceived this unintended consequence as a
positive result for the locality, but using video can be playing with fire. Sometimes
participants are burned:
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In 2002, Real Time worked with an organisation that brings together physically
disabled and able-bodied people. The biggest contextual issue emerged early on.
Disabled participants were actively involved in every aspect of videoing. However, it
soon transpired that able-bodied members generally acted for them (whether help was
wanted or not). The project had created space for disabled people to disrupt attitudes
to them, which seems a good outcome. Unfortunately, some commitiee members
reacted aggressively to the unintended challenge to normal dynamics. The
atmosphere became so unpleasant for some disabled members that they left

JS - Researcher diary

Video’s power to disrupt can be viewed as a way of tackling oppressors. For
example, parents in Vietnam used video to confront the headmaster of a corrupt
school, where pupils were barred unless they paid (Braden and Huong 1998).
However, encouraging groups to use video as a stick to beat individuals or confront
authority is potentially divisive and ethically questionable. It can encourage bullying
by those with camera control. In addition, expressing dissident views can bring
participants up against powerful interest groups, and leave them not only exposed
but sometimes actually in danger.

Video ethics are contradictory in practice. The Vietnamese villagers
recognised there were risks, but felt their children’s education was too important not
to speak out. However, practitioners thought they placed more faith in Oxfam’s
(project initiator) ability to protect them than was realistic (Braden and Huong
1998:56). Consequences ignited by video are obviously not controllable, and it is
irresponsible for cultural outsiders to leave participants vulnerable.

In the UK context of the Positive Future’s (2005) project outlined in section
2.2.2, an ambiguous picture was painted in terms of the empowerment agenda
(Nolas 2007). In one setting, young men’s and youth workers’ control of the
equipment was used to discipline young women’s behaviour (Nolas 2007:196). Not
only are the perlocutionary affects of video projects unpredictable, but it is not

always obvious what constitutes success:

In 2006, a project with travellers on a permanent site intended to initiate interaction
between the council and this excluded group. The community worker and
practitioners thought the project a success because participants used video to
celebrate and value cultural traditions. However, participants did not want to show
their video to outsiders, and thus refused the possibility of communicating their
needs to the council.

JS - Researcher diary
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These participants have valid reasons for subverting projects to their own ends and
refusing council agendas. Furthermore, this identifies that there are differing
perspectives of not only motivation, but also what is valued in consequence. It is
necessary to develop positioned parameters for success, but this highlights the
limits of Foucauldian theory.

While inter-subjective theory provides a framework for understanding how
empowerment can happen through the back and forth of micro-interaction (Foucault
1977, 1980), it does not go far enough. Butler's understanding of identity
performance stems from a post-structuralist view of the subject, as constituted
through discourse. The subject is thus not the cause of action but produced through
doing (Butler 1988:520), which is in contrast to Goffman’s plural selves who perform
various roles. This means the underlying ‘I' of humanist concern becomes an
illusion, as there is no core being that pre-exists action (Jagger 2008:18). This
creates an issue for agency. How can social relationships change, if there is no
antecedent subject outside them to initiate resistance? How are new possible selves
formed, if there is no doer to actualise what is done (Assister 1996:10-12)? Such
theory does not help to clarify particular motivations or what those involved gain for
themselves. | now complete this chapter by establishing ‘becoming’ as the most
appropriate meta-theory to ground my study of practice.

25 Synthesis: Studying emergent practice — tactics towards becoming

Reality is ever changing and the challenge is how to live with that change
Williams 2003:5

My discussion of Butler's performativity has underpinned my shift towards studying
practice from the perspective of ‘becoming’. The dynamic and constantly evolving
nature of reality has often escaped attention because of habits of Western thinking
(Chia 1997:695). Discrete attributes of the world that positivists discover, and the
pervasive tendency to study ‘being’ (stable states, isolatable entities and enduring
dichotomies) simply reflect an entrenched ontology. An alternative view of reality as
in perpetual flux - of emergence, transformation and retreat (Whitehead 1985), is
intuitively more appropriate to studying evolving practices intending to catalyse the
possibilities for new dynamics to emerge, or space for what might be.

A becoming philosophy is not new. It can be traced back to Ancient Greece
and Heraclitus’ focus on the emergent world (Gray 2004:17), as well as the Chinese
Daoist view of nature as an ongoing changing balance between different energetic
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tendencies (Lao Tze 2002). It re-surfaced through Whitehead’s (e.g. 1929, 1948)
flux philosophy and Bergson’s interest in movement and transition (e.g. Bergson
1913). Complexity scientists have also re-empathised dynamic transformation (e.g.
Prigogine 1980), with stable states in far-from-equilibrium thermodynamics
considered an illusionary and temporary condition in the flow between intensity
differences (DeLanda 2002).

Becoming as a process-based ontology prioritises a focus on doing,
relatedness, interaction, movement, and transformation (Chia 1997:697). Despite
introducing many unfamiliar terms, Deleuze and Guattari (1987) provide a
meticulously hewn philosophy to guide study of the dynamics of emergence.
Experimenting with what might happen through new interconnections between
multiple influences can move social dynamics beyond the status quo so that
something new can arise. This addresses the Lacanian/Freudian catch caused by
favouring the psychological over the social and the Habermasian reverse
misconception  (Hillier 2005:279). Moreover, becoming is appropriate to
understanding the uncompleted and changeable reality of people’s lives, in which
difficult conditions cannot be simply overturned, as it acknowledges progress
towards something better against unavoidable contextual constraints.

As a narrative, at least in part, of operating on adversarial territory (section
1.3), | also draw on the Michel de Certeau’s investigation of the inventiveness of
everyday practices (de Certeau 1984, Nolas 2007). Foucault’s insight was in how
power re-produces not in explicit force or rules, but at the everyday micro-level (e.g.
Highmore 2002b:10, Hook 2010:78). De Certeau’s (1984: xiv) complementary
contribution was to highlight the creative tactics used by those caught in the
dominant social order to subvert or de-stabilise from within. My study is of Real
Time’s tactics towards becoming.

In this chapter, | have grounded participatory video’s inter-subjective
processes through communicative action, critical pedagogy and performativity. This
provides a framework for conceptualising how empowerment happens. | also
clarified the knowledge gap about what such processes do subjectively, and
grounded this through the ontology of becoming. In chapter three, | narrate the
development of the study methodology as | progressed from action research design
and data collection process to capture ‘becoming’.
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Chapter 3 Researching participatory video practice: between
practice disjunction and multi-perspective sense-making

Action research is directed towards studying, reframing and reconstructing
social practices. If practices are constructed in social interaction between
people, changing practices is a social process

Kemmis and McTaggart 2005:563

Action research is concerned with praxis, a concept that integrates practice and
theory. Indeed, Parker declares that ‘there is nothing as theoretical as a good
practice’ (Parker 2005:125) needs to supplement Lewin’s original statement of the
reverse (Lewin 1947b). Action research is the meta-methodology considered most
appropriate to exploring lived practical knowledge in order to inform a community of
practice (Guba and Lincoln 2005). Practitioners’ essentially active role and the
centrality of their experiences (e.g. Noffke and Somekh 2005:90) convinced me of
its suitability as an overall design.

Although all forms of action research aim to improve practice through active
fieldwork (Reason and Bradbury 2001), it is not a singular phenomenon. It has
evolved from diverse roots including (amongst others) Aristotle’s phronesis, Lewin’s
social experiments, Gramsci’'s teaching, Fals Borda’s liberation praxis and Heron’s
co-operative enquiry (Reason and Bradbury 2006:3). There is distinction between
conventional, critical and dialogical action research processes (Maurer and Githens
2009:273-9). Most organisational action research is conventional, usually instigated
top-down to solve problems through a (supposedly value free) linear process.
Practitioners often have any subversive, critical or dialogical intention severely
constrained by management interest. Critical action research (or participatory action
research), like critical pedagogy, is highly value-led, and concerned with the
intention to change iniquitous social contexts through overtly questioning
assumptions and power dynamics. Dialogic action research, akin to Habermas’
deliberation (Fultner 2011), is a pragmatic social inquiry (Greenwood and Levin
1998) specifically concerned in evolving mutual understanding (verstehen) between
different social positions and cultures. The goal is to open ongoing dialogue
(Flyvbjerg 2001) with all the actors affected (Habermas 1989), so it often requires at
least double-loop engagement (Maurer and Githens 2009).

Action research about practice, or reflective practice is carried out by insiders
(Kemmis and McTaggart 2003, Noffke and Somekh 2005), with practitioner-
researchers unearthing implicit knowledge through a cyclical process of action and
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critical reflection. This was my starting point as described in section 2.4. Critical
reflective practice is a way to move beyond good intentions (Greenwood and Levin
2005). However, as | have said (section 2.4), practitioners’ own culture cannot be so
easily escaped (e.g. Foley and Valenzuela 2005:218). To generate knowledge of
how practice works in a socially constructed world (Reason and Bradbury 2006:3), it
was essential to explore the experience plurality (Cheek and Gough 2005), and the
double hermeneutic (Gergen 1973, Giddens 1984, 1987) of practice formation. As
the study progressed, | drew on the idea that action research is communicative
action in itself (Kemmis and McTaggart 2005), to justify an increasingly collaborative
approach, and used my practitioner voice as a resource to improve research
dialogue (Holstein and Gubrium 2004), rather than denying and suppressing it.

This chapter describes how | assembled data to answer my empirical
questions on contextualised practice. In section 3.1, | discuss the action research
approach, the macro-theoretical orientation and the data collection methods. In
section 3.2, | narrate how methodological choices were refined as | progressed
through the phased design. The resultant data corpus was collected through
interpersonal communication and participant-observation /ethnography, and | detail
the specific project contexts, particular research interactions and observations in
section 3.3. | discuss ethical considerations in section 3.4, and section 3.5
summarises my approach to thematic analysis as a precursor to the empirical
results that follow.

3.1 Action Research: a phased process

Action research often involves repeated cycles of planning, action and reflection
(Smith 2001), and this study proceeded in phases of data collection and evaluation.
Firstly, ten pilot interviews and a practice review accessed the Real Time
perspective as described in section 2.1. In the next phase, | explored Real Time’s
practice retrospectively through three past projects (We Care, Our Voice, Listen Up),
and currently near the project end through six projects (Knife Crime, Tough Tales,
Speak Out, Street Expression, Youth Exchange, and Ungrounded). In parallel, |
studied two short projects (Communicate and Women Reflect) concurrently to build
detailed knowledge of early project processes. Next, | discuss my macro-theoretical
orientation to practice study, which informs the kind of practice knowledge that can
emerge (Steinberg 2007a).
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3.1.1 Macro-theoretical orientation: from social construction to rhizomic gaze

Action research encompasses the intention to explore the reality of practice in order
to improve praxis. However, it is not a method of data collection or analysis, and it is
important not to limit methodological development by being too rigid at the start
(Parker 2005:130). There are many different ways to study practice, which are not
value free, and serve different knowledge domains (Gray 2004:15) depending on
ontological orientation.

Complex social practices, such as participatory video, can be conceptualised
as a maze or labyrinth negotiated by project actors (Humphreys and Brézillon 2002).
The macro-theoretical approach affects what it is possible to learn about the routes
through. Entitative assumptions persist in practice study, as a legacy of the
Cartesian view of knowledge as building blocks that individuals possess in their
minds (Hosking and Morley 1991:40-2). This results in gazing into the maze from
outside, and perceives one way in and one way out, like Eco’s classical labyrinth
(Eco 1986 in Humphreys and Jones 2006). This orientation leads to the enormous
simplification when planned interventions are assumed to progress linearly from
policy needs, through practice implementation to the evaluation of planned
outcomes (Long and Van de Ploeg 1989). For instance, the disintegration of
traditional communities is identified as an issue. Then, social cohesion is
constructed to drive top-down policy solutions. Planned projects such as
participatory video follow, which are assumed to build social cohesion through
developing community identification and connections. Project evaluation completes
the linear cycle by measuring social psychological factors, such as social capital.

Conceptualising intervention in this way is misleading (Long and Van de
Ploeg 1989). This gaze can identify certain parameters of practice, the people
involved, and formal strategies, but it does not increase understanding of the
practice nexus. Moreover, it presumes too much individual agency in getting from a
to b. Designing practice from outside does not help project actors inside the maze
work out how to proceed when swayed from prescribed routes as they interact
between influences on the journey (Humphreys and Jones 2006).

Practice study can be from an individual or social, as well as an objective or
subjective perspective (Kemmis and McTaggart 2005). As an insider, | am
interested in practice both as individual intentional action influenced by values, and
structured through a community of practice’s discourse. | view practice as socially
constituted, but then reformulated through a combination of individual agency and
social interaction. Following the social psychological view of practice as a dynamic,
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inter-subjective process (Steinberg 2007a), | began data collection from a social
constructivist (Gergen 1973, Shotter 1993) (or phenomenological and process-
orientated inter-actionist) perspective. This constructionist gaze assumes social
reality is inter-subjectively constructed (e.g. Berger and Luckman 1966, Moscovici
1984) and focuses on the meaning of social processes to the people involved
(Patton 2002:132). My intention was to build praxis through both being an actor-
observer and incorporating other views (Mead 1934) in multi-perspective sense-
making (Kemmis and McTaggart 2005, Cornish 2007).

There is nothing intrinsically wrong with data produced in this way, but there
can be in the way it is then analysed and synthesised. Social constructivism
produces Eco’s second labyrinth type (Humphreys and Jones 2006). Based on
Hegelian dialectics (Markova 2003), it explains the route from within the maze as
one of binary choices. This creates a hierarchical repeatedly dividing or tree-like
framework for practice knowledge with too many blind alleys and only one way out
(Humphreys and Brézillon 2002:698). Squashing participatory video into this
restrictive framework may miss the very essence. For instance, framing the video
project above as social glue that brings people together is limiting, when the real
value may be to develop dissident and unpredictable possibilities (Putland 2008).

As discussed in section 2.5, the ontology of ‘becoming’is a more appropriate
macro-theoretical orientation for exploring fluid, responsive and emerging practice in
uncertain and changing contexts (Steinberg 2007b). This study thus built on
Humphreys and Brézillion (2002) and Nolas (2007) in focusing on the dynamic
processes between participants, practitioners and outside agencies as
performances that create the emergent social context (Hosking and Morley 1991:64-
7). This led to a move beyond social constructivism as analysis progressed,
underpinned by a rhizomic (Deleuzian and Guattari's 1987:3-28) gaze on practice.
The rhizome is a different sort of underground stem, exemplified by the potato or
couch grass. It spreads horizontally with new growth branching off or connecting at
any node, which generates complex networks of connections. A rhizome structure
thus provides an alterative to the free-like organisation of knowledge. (Deleuze and
Guattari 1987:7). Eco’s third type of labyrinth is rhizomic with no middle and no
outside edge (Humphreys and Brézillion 2002:701). As a map, which can be
detached, reversed, adapted or entered and exited at any point (Deleuze and
Guattari 1987:15), a rhizome provides a better way of visualising emergent practice.
It acknowledges the ongoing re-constitution over time, as well as the unanticipated
and uncontrollable direction it can take (Steinberg 2007a). Rhizomic thinking thus
became a productive orientation.
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3.1.2 Selecting methods fit for purpose

Action research can use either qualitative or quantitative methods (e.g. Kemmis and
McTaggart 2005; Parker 2005). However, as this study was exploratory and focused
on contextualised understanding of processes and meaning patterns (Flick, von
Kardoff and Steinke 2000:3), | decided that a qualitative approach was appropriate.
The table in Appendix 2 summarises the data needs relating to research focus. The
use of multiple methods or triangulation (Flick 2005) adds breadth and depth to a
study (Denzin and Lincoln 2005), and is a quality indicator for qualitative research
(Gaskell and Bauer 2000:345). | identified ( see appendix 2) the following methods
as the most appropriate to answer my research questions to facilitate triangulation:

¢ Semi-structured interviews and dialogues
¢ Focus groups

¢ Participant observation/ethnography documented through diaries and
observation sheets

¢ Project documentation

| selected semi-structured interviews and dialogues as the main site of interpersonal
communication during the first research phase. These forms of qualitative
interviewing lie between the more structured survey interview and the ongoing
conversation of participant observation or ethnography (Gaskell 2000:38). | thus set
out to explore practice contexts, processes, and interactions through the multiple
meanings of differently positioned project actors. Reflection on initial data collection
influenced methodological refinement as summarised in table 3.1.
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Table 3-1 Adaptation of data collection methods as research progressed

Highlighted by phase one data collection

Researcher reflection

Choice refinement

Phase 2/3 data
collection methods

e Tendency for interviews to become
discursive

¢ Interviewees introduce their own examples
and agendas

¢ Most interesting discussion after formal
interview

Impossibility of objectivity - practitioner
voice is resource in generating
dialogue

e Shift to active interviewing conceived as
dialogue between co-participants

¢ Research conceived and led by myself

e Attempt to interview objectively not utilising
my participatory knowledge

Greater collaboration would improve
action research process

e Turn to collaborative forms of sense-
making - value of researcher, practitioner
and participants’ narratives

e Examples tend to be anecdotal
¢ Need co-researcher data

Focus groups suitable for many
participants

Written evaluations/diaries less
suitable for participants

e Utilise methods that maximise participant
contributions - focus groups and
systemised verbal evaluation

e Insider/outsider status not clear cut

¢ Qutsider role increased own developing
research awareness

Action research is an awareness-
raising process - outside knowledge
best utilised

e Mutual understanding through sharing
methodological knowledge with participants

* Practice in the real-world is not ideal

¢ Interesting insight generated when practice
is not as planned

Practical challenges illustrate
contextual reality

Initial process stage is crucial

e Find realistic cases
e Focus on Real Time project beginnings

e Critical thinking increased through dialogue

Contradictory events provide stimulus
for reflection

Structured reflection help critical
thinking

¢ Collaborative dialogue -group reflection

e Use Gibbs (1988) and Johns (1994)
structured reflection

e Structure diaries entries

¢ Tendency towards generalisation
e Difficulty of capturing process emergence

Necessary to focus on particular and
concrete

Concurrent rather than retrospective
data

e Set time points in project timeline for data
collection

e Encompass ethnography

e Collaborative
research approach

e Active interviewing
/dialoguing

e Focus groups

* Videoed reflections
® Peer interviews

e Structure critical
dialogues and
reflections

o Diaries — entries
structured

¢ Video sessions

e Use examples and
observations arising
ethnographically
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3.2 Action research process: development of methodological choices

In this section, | discuss the main ways | adapted the methods of data collection as |
progressed.

3.2.1 Making it real

At the start, | had envisaged raising finance for a long-term project to explore
participatory video potential. However, the wider context (section 1.4.3) meant
recent Real Time projects were particularly un-ideal from the perspective of
practitioner intention. For instance, many were diversionary youth projects or with
scattered individuals rather than a group. In an outcome-focused context, many
were product driven with little time for the journey. Observations during initial data
collection modified my thinking. Firstly, some of the most informative contributions
arose from the problematic short-term projects. | changed my focus to identify
projects that exemplified the complex and contradictory practice reality.

Action research by definition should examine actual practice through
concrete and specific application (Kemmis and McTaggart 2005:564). The pilot
interviews (section 2.1) indicated that Real Time thought the early process stages
critical to success. Rather than looking for an all-encompassing longer project, | also
studied the beginnings of Real Time’s participatory video in depth through two short
projects (Women Reflect and Communicate).

3.2.2 Questioning insider-outsider dualism

| had assumed that Real Time personnel would see me as an insider-researcher.
Whilst there was good access, trust and co-operation in general, some colleagues
found interviews more uncomfortable than | had anticipated. Insider/outsider status
in context is not clear-cut (Bishop 2005:111). Those who believe themselves cultural
insiders may neglect other factors (such as age, ethnicity or education) that affect
the research relationship. In addition, insiders can apply research methods in a way
that marginalises their contemporaries. In other words, insiders can act like
outsiders. My temporary withdrawal from practice to study theory and methodology,
positioned me outside to a degree. Some colleagues clearly felt threatened by the
intention to explore critically. Insider/outsider dualism is more productively replaced
by the recognition that researchers move between changing relationships and power
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dynamics, and all should reflect on the research interactions that ensue (Narayan
1993 see Bishop 2005:113).

3.2.3 Collaborative sense-making: facilitating dialogue between co-participants

As an individual researcher, | conceived and led the research, but some incidents
led me to question my initial interviewing approach. Whilst probing interviewees for
greater depth, it was hard to stay uninvolved and not input any views. Conversely,
interviewees did not stick to the project examples that | had selected, and | did not
want to stop them introducing examples on their own terms. Finally, the most fruitful
interactions often happened after the formal interview. These issues typify the
practical negotiation of the narrator/listener relationship in interview-based research
(Chase 2005:660). In actuality, an interview is a two-way venture to find meaning,
but there is a different dynamic from a normal conversation (Gaskell 2000:45).
However, even a structured interview can become semi-structured in practice,
revealing the interviewees’ power to subvert the agenda (Parker 2005:53 - 4).

Action research can be improved if knowledge creation is undertaken
collaboratively (Kemmis and McTaggart 2005). Although | wanted to involve Real
Time colleagues, to begin with this was predominantly as interviewees, or through
practice review meetings. | asked Alistair, as Real Time colleague, to interview me
to change this dynamic, but the interview broke down because he couldn’t relate to
my topic guide and | found the questioning stark.

This feels less of a dialogue than most interviews - | suppose | haven’t bought
into it. | may not ask different questions, it's just .... we'd talk together first...
you'd both have a view of where were both trying to get to as a joint thing

Alistair

A discussion ensued about the difference between this research interview and a
participatory video interview. Acknowledging the time constraints, | needed to work
harder to create a sense of joint exploration. In attempting to be objective, | also
realised | had not applied my mutual understanding to assist with unearthing implicit
knowledge. Parker (2005:54) suggests radical action research should recognise two
co-researchers in the interview context, and enable contradictions between agendas
to emerge. Such active interviews embrace the interviewer as an unavoidable agent

in meaning-making conversations (Holstein and Gubrium 2004). Moreover, as the
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purpose of action research is social, it is best undertaken socially as a collaborative

endeavour.

Change practices ... are not the domain of the practitioner or the marginalised
or the academic alone. Instead, change is the meeting of the practitioner and
the academic and the marginalised in the production of a ‘rhizome’

Nolas 2007:59

As | progressed, | saw my research process as a form of communicative action
between project actors, enabled by the social space of research interaction (Kemmis
and McTaggart 2005:563-581). | decided to use my knowledge of participatory
processes to create forums for more mutual dialogue. | re-conceptualised two-way
interactions as dialogues, which positioned me as co-collaborator with other
insiders. It was also more consistent with the desire to capture rhizomic
development (Deleuze and Parnet 2006: ix). During dialogues, | could use my
practitioner voice as a resource, especially as my knowledge is part of the story,
which my researcher self would study with hindsight. | also experimented with peer

interviews to give participants some control of the research agenda.

In addition, | collected data through focus groups or group interviews. Focus
groups are in themselves collective conversations, through which new insights can
emerge (Wilkinson 2004). They provide forums for building understanding between
co-participants in a relatively democratic way by reducing researchers’ control
(Kamberelis and Dimitriadis 2005). They are also suitable for informants who may
be less comfortable with individual interviews (Wilkinson 2004). Finally, | extended
the idea of collaborative forums practically, by organising the Communicate and the
Women Reflect projects specifically as spaces for collaborative learning between
practitioners and participants.

3.2.4 Disrupting the narrative fallacy — the ethnographic turn

In choosing interviews as the main data collection method, | also encountered
another disadvantage, which is the narrative fallacy. There was already a tendency
for interviewees to talk in abstractions about practice, but interviewees narrate
stories about their experiences in retrospect even when considering concrete
examples. Practice stories are supposed to help practitioners to reflect and improve
(Schon 1983, Orr 1996). The difficulty is that interaction processes are not explicit

and may lie beyond conscious awareness. Narrating creates a sense of coherence
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that only partially resembles the more messy actuality, and there is thus the risk that
the map is mistaken for the territory (Deleuze and Guattari 1987:14-5, 347-61).

To address this, | took an ethnographic turn in collecting participant-
observation data concurrently alongside project processes as they evolved.
Rhizomically orientated, | aimed to access sensed experience, narrative disjunction
and process discontinuity to break away from usual concepts (Deleuze and Guattari
1987: xiii). | also used participant-observation methods such as diaries, prompted
evaluation and videoed observation at particular time points. Although still
interpretative, diaries facilitate the capture of subjective responses more
immediately, before they become synthesised after processes are finished (Denzin
and Lincoln 2005:383). Practitioners and participants in the Women Reflect project
made diary entries each session. However, | had doubts about asking Communicate
participants, as new arrivals to the UK with limited English, to keep written diaries. |
therefore used participatory video techniques to systemise the collection of verbal
evaluations from participants as projects progressed. In addition, | videoed some
project sessions to enable me to compare reflections, with my observations on
watching them.

Despite collaborative efforts, | still recognised my overall control and the
need for reflexivity in distancing myself from my practitioner voice.

3.2.5 Reflexivity and criticality: developing researcher and participant voice

Reflexivity encompasses the importance of the researcher as human instrument
thinking critically on how their subjectivity affects research (Guba and Lincoln
2005:210). Reflections on fieldwork both develop the research processes and
provide data to assist analysis (Flick 2002:6), as another quality indicator (Gaskell
and Bauer 2000). Insiders stepping back critically is no more challenging than
outsiders avoiding going native. Neither positioning is objective as all researchers
bring their biases to bear. In fact, a binary distinction is too simplistic. Carrying out
and narrating research is more like a journey of discovery, which incorporates both
the plural self and others’ voices (Guba and Lincoln 2005:210).

To shift reflective practice beyond the descriptive, it is necessary to gain
some distance from events. | initially withdrew from everyday practice to step back
whilst developing the research through theoretical and methodological reading. |
accessed my nascent researcher voice through open reflection in research diaries. |

104



also continued to capture and consider my researcher voice through diaries, notes
and memos as data collection and analysis proceeded.

| created some distance between my researcher and practitioner selves,
firstly by recording two interviews with myself to analyse with hindsight alongside the
other data. Producing a thesis normally includes dialogue with self through research
writing, and with others through supervision. However, | also drew on other practical
techniques to structure both my own and other research participants’ dialogic
reflection (Moon 2002) as follows:

Internal interaction

| regularly talked to colleagues about the research. | structured sessions to re-visit
what was said previously with hindsight, or to present collaborators with feedback
from the data, particularly when it challenged assumptions. | documented both
formal and informal interaction through research diaries (as section 3.2.4 above).

Purposively unearthing critical incidents

Critical incidents when a disjunction emerges between ideal and reality can facilitate
collaborative learning (Moon 2002). Following my genuine surprise after a narrated
incident that contradicted Real Time’s basic practice guidelines, | encouraged
colleagues to talk openly and honestly about particular disjunctions. | purposively
mined practitioner experience for critical incidents. Then | applied structured
techniques including Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle (appendix 3) and Atkins and
Murphy’s (1994) model of reflection to structure both my own and practitioners’
reflections.

Diaries

| incorporated diary exercises to structure and deepen research journal reflections
(Moon 2002:194-202). | used focusing questions to sharpen diary entries, |
conducted dialogues with events (using Gibbs cycle above) to guide diary writing
and | applied double-entry diary writing (see section 2.1). Participants on the
Women Reflect project also kept double-entry diaries, assisted with prompting
questions, and reflective diary sheets

Structured reflection

Project support workers suggested that participants require structured processes to
evaluate in any depth. | accessed some completed evaluation sheets from Tough
Tales participants. | also used participatory video activities, such as handing a
microphone from person to person for structured responses at appropriate points as
projects processed. This captured more spontaneous, less filtered expression.
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In this section, | have described how my research methods developed to address
limitations. | next discuss the data corpus.

3.3 The data corpus: assembling research materials

Corpus construction is a structurally different but functionally similar alternative to
representative sampling for qualitative research (Gaskell and Bauer 2000). Real
Time’s specific participatory video approach was my unit of analysis, and | set out to
study its application in a range of settings to enable contextualised understanding to
emerge. When constructing a corpus, full variety of expression is more important
than people types (Bauer and Aarts 2000). This informed the choices about how
wide to cast the net. | focused on environments that offered the greatest potential
for learning, in terms of the particular rather than the ordinary (Stake 2005:447). |
searched purposively for contexts and individual contributors who would add to the
processes and meanings captured. | involved Real Time colleagues in project
selection, but also used events that arose ethnographically during practitioner

interviews.

3.3.1 Project contexts: purposive selection towards variety

The resulting corpus includes data from 11 different projects that cover a range of
group types, purposes and project lengths. Overall, there were five projects with
young people and six with adults. Two were women-only and one men-only. There
were two projects with people with learning disabilities, and three specifically set up
for black participants (four other projects involved both white and black participants).
Projects range from 4 sessions to very long term (> 15 years). Table 3.2 presents a

preliminary introduction:
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Table 3-2 Project contexts — rationale for selection

Project Thumbnail sketch Rationale for selection
Commun- Project with recently arrived refugees * Participant access
icate attending a UK citizenship class o lllustrates early processes
e Concurrent exploration
e Language barriers
Women Project with women (mixed background), e Collaborative action research
Reflect who wanted to use video to develop critical | e Access to participant
reflection capacities. Co-researchers and lllustrates early processes
critical friends e Concurrent data collection
Speak Out | ggif-advocacy project with learning disabled | ® Participant access
adults. e Time pressured production
e Questions of voice and control
We Care With informal adult carers (women) looking | ® Access to participants
after ill or disabled family members at home | e Time pressured production
e Issues of control
Tough With men at a drug rehabilitation centre. * Access to pre-and post project
Tales participant evaluations
¢ Issues of multiple stakeholders
e Questions of exposure
Knife Crime | | ong-term project initiated by young people, | ® Access to participants
who wanted to address Knife Crime after a ¢ Youth initiated
friend was killed. * Issue of practitioner agency
Our Voice | very long-term project supporting learning | * Participant access
disabled adults in self-advocacy and peer ¢ Long-term possibilities
training using video « Balance of control
e Issues of ongoing support
Street Mid- term project initiated by a local * Access to financing officer
Expression | authority with young people about graffiti e Issue of follow on support
Listen Up Long-term project with looked-after young * Engagement
people to explore the difficulties they faced  Enabling project partnerships
accessing education. « Follow on support
Youth Mid- term project with young people from an | ® Critical incident
Exchange deprived housing estate e Issues of coercion
e Issues of success criteria
Un - A council authority aimed to work with e Critical incident
grounded young homeless people to explore housing e Issues of multiple stakeholders

issues

¢ Issues of project set up
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3.3.2 Corpus construction: organising the data

The data corpus has two main sections that reflect the methodological spine: the

first contains data collected through interpersonal communication (e.g. interviews,

dialogues, focus groups and videoed evaluations). The second encompasses data

collected through participant observation/ethnography (diaries and observation

sheets). A third corpus section includes the pilot interviews and Real Time

documentation used, as described in section 2.1, to interrogate practitioners’

discourse and practice examples. Table 3.3 summarises these sections.

Table 3-3 Data corpus - summary of research interests

Interest Research Research materials Level of Voice
action analysis
Project Interpersonal Interviews/dialogues Practice Project actors
actors’ communication | (individual/group/peer) | narratives Particioants
retrospective Focus aroups P
process group Practitioners
experiences Videoed evaluations Other
informants
Projects Participant- Direct involvement Process over Project actors
actors observation (documented through time Participants
concurrent /ethnography researcher diaries, P
reflections practitioner diaries Practitioners
participant diaries and Narrative dis- R h
evaluation sheets junction esearcher
Observation of videos
(Documented through
diaries)
Session plans
Real Time Observation/ Literature review Abstract praxis | Real Time
practice interpersonal . people
knowledge communication Real Time reports

Pilot Interviews

The overall corpus fulfils my aim to triangulate through looking at practice from

different vantage points. As well as through such methodological bricolage (Denzin

and Lincoln 2005:4), qualitative research needs to incorporate a range of voices.
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3.3.3 Accessing multiple voices: particular research interactions and

observations

The concept of triangulation as a validating strategy has been extended through
crystalline imagery (Guba and Lincoln 2005:5-6), as there are far more than three
sides to reality. Crystals provide an appropriate metaphor because they reflect light
in different directions, as qualitative research presents a montage of perspectives on
a theme (Richardson and St. Pierre 2005:963). | have emphasised the intention to
incorporate all project actors’ perspectives. Within each type of project actor, there
are also pluralities of experiences. This justifies collection of data across different
contexts to enable crystalline variety to emerge.

In particular, the literature review established the overarching necessity to
capture participant voices and so a key thrust was to gather participant alongside
practitioner narratives. Where possible, | also collected data from other project
informants, such as finance providers, managers, council officers and support
workers. However, to bound the task pragmatically, capturing these peripheral
actors’ perspectives was less of a priority than unearthing the key
practitioner/participant dynamic. This means the corpus encompasses a range of
other project informants across the data set, rather than within each setting. Finally,
some projects had no participant input, but were included as they satisfied the need
to unearth critical practice incidents. | now summarise the actual data.

3.3.4 Data summary: interpersonal communication

Interviews/dialogues and focus groups were semi-structured following topic guides
developed from the empirical questions. | piloted a general guide at each research
phase. | then adapted it to form generic guides for participants, practitioners, and
project informants and reviewed it before | used it within each context. Two topic
guides examples are contained in appendix 4. Broadly, they focused on:

¢ Beginnings — Purposes/Involvement /Motivations/Expectations
¢ Process — What happened/How and why/ Process evolution

e Consequences - Likes/ dislikes/ gains/ disappointments/ achievements/ failures/
challenges/ 